SE eae ree 


| April 10, 1897. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 41.) 397_ 








ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED A.D. 1720. 
FOR SEA, FIRE, LIFE AND ANNOUITIES. 
CHIEF OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON. 
Foxps, £4,000,000. Cramms Par, £38,000,000. 


FIRE. 
INSURANCES ARE GRANTED AGAINST LOSS OR DAMAGE BY FIRE on 
PROPERTY of almost every description, at Moderate Rates. 


LIFE. 
— Pa. gl DUTY POLICIES—-Payment Direct to Revenue Authorities before grant 
0 b 
Apply for Full Prospectus to 
er" B. HANDOOCK, Secretary. _ 
MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 
LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND .- St. Pancras Sitien, Sago 
= “ 23 
Tene ce ett SS ———— 
Cross Metropolitan Railwey Station. The Venetian Rooms are avail- 
able for Public and Private Dinners, Arbitration Meetings, @c. New 
Parisian Restaurant for French Cooking and fine Win 
ie Close to Central ( ) Station. 
LEEDS ° QUEEN'S In Centre of Town. 
DERBY - MIDLAND of Derbyshire. 
MORECAMBE 


MIDLAND Tennis Lawn to Seashore. A 
Residential Hotel—-HEYSHAM TOWER, nr MORECAMBE. Lovely Country. Golf. 
TMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
pplication to 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 





LIVERPOOL 
BRADFORD 








1 7 * ve hic Address ** Midotel, 
Tariffs on Application £0 * ie ote 
X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of X 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
LO88 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSB. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on aj 





ALLIANCE ASSURANCE COMPANY.| 


Established 1824. Capital, £5,000,000 Sterling. 
Heap Orriczr: BARTHOLOMEW LANE, LO iN. 
Chairman: RIGHT HON. LORD ROTHSCHILD. 
Y LANE, W.C.; 


Lospoy Braxcuss: 1, ST. JAMES’S ST., 8.W.; 63, CHANCER 
NORFOLK STREET, STRAND ; 38, MINCING LANE, E.C. 
Lire anv Fine Insurances at Mopenats Rates, 
Life Policies free from Restrictions, with Perfect Security and Liberal Bonuses. 
Special forms of Policies have been to provide for payment of ESTATE DUTIES. 


LEASEHOLD AND SINKING FUND POUICI&ES. 
Full Prospectuses on application. ROBERT LEWIS, Chief Secretary. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 








ESTABLISHED 1836, 





FUNDS - Re. - + £3,000,000 

INCOME - - - - - £373,000 

YEARLY BUSINESS - : - $1,000,000 

BUSINESS IN FORCE - - £11,000,000 

THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMYM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prortrts. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Pelicics are very moderate. 
Age | Premium 


20 | £1787, 





Age | Premium | Age | Premium | 
30 | £116°%/,| 40 | £2 10%, | 
£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} pc. :—Hm. Table of Mortalicy. 


Duration 





1. 10 yre. 20 yrs. | 30yre. | 40 yre. 





| 
| 


Amount of Policy £1,199 £1,438 | £1,724 £2,067 


Next Bonus as at 3lst December, 1901. 





OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


VOL. XLIL., No. 24, ; 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter 


LONDON, APRIL 10, 1897. . 





*,* The Editor cannot undegtake to return rejected contributions, aud 
copies should be kept ot all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JoURNAL. 





Contents. 
Cunrext Torics Liaw GOCreries ........0icoce 
Teat Btor ix tHe Cousty Covrar 
Rouces (Mancu, 1897) .........0000 «00s, 
Par-Vicrontan LeGistaTion AND ITs 
Possiei.e Jusites Repeat ......... 4 
Reviews 
ConresroxDENCcE 











Baxxsurror Notioss 





Cases Reported this Week. 
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Stee — In the Weekly Reporter. 
Donisthoroe 5 Lambeth Vestry 
Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway | 378 
Clarke v. London and County Bank - 


¥. 
Edwards v. Steel, Young, & Co. Cosier, Ia re. Lome oy AR es 
| Dean and Chapter of St. ( 
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— Committee of Lianfyllin 


John Greenwood & Sons (Lim.) v. 





CURRENT TOPICS. 
A Brxx to simplify the title to, and the transfer of, land was 
introduced by Lord Davey in the House of Lords on 
last. The Bill was not issued up to Thursday, but we presume 


that it is the measure promoted by the Incorporated Law 
Society. 





WE nave received a copy of draft rules under the Judicial 
Trustees Act, 1896, but too late for us to do more than notices 
generally some of their leading proposals. Under section 1 of 
the Act, which comes into operation on the first of next month, 
it will be possible for the court to appoint a judicial trustee who 
will undertake, either alone or jointly with the private trustee, 
the administration of the trust estate. A judicial trustee will be 
subject to the control and supervision of the court as an officer 
thereof. The Legislature contented itself with thus laying the 
foundation of the new system, leaving all the details to be supplied 
by rules to be made by the Lord Chancellor. The draft rules now 
issued deal with the following matters: Appointment of judicial 
trustee, appointment of official of court to 8 judicial trustee, ad- 
ministration of the trust, accounts and audit, remuneration and 
allowances, removal and suspension, resignation and discontinu- 
ance of judicial trustee, special trusts, exercise of the powers of 
the court, &c. The application for the appointment of a judi 
trustee, if not made in a pending cause or matter, will be 
originating summons ; otherwise it will be made as part of the 
relief claimed, or by summons in the cause or matter (rule 2), 
Provision is made as to the upon whom the summons 
must be served (rule 3), and there must be supplied for the 
use of the court a statement of certain particulurs concernin 
the trust estate which are enumerated at length in rule 4. 
the appointment of a judicial trustee the court may make such 
vesting orders as may be n (rule 6). As soon as 
may after his appointment the judicial trustee must 
furnish the court with a complete statement of the trust 
property, and must keep the court informed of any v. 
in it (rule 9). If not an official of the court, he must give 
security ; and any premium payable by him to any 
company may, if the court so be paid out of the income 
of the trust property (rule 10). A account for 
‘and payments on behalf of the trust must be kept in the 
| of the trustees at some bank approved by the court, and 4 
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title deeds, &c., must be deposited with that bank or in such 
other custody as the court directs (rule 11). All money coming 
into the hands of the judicial trustee on account of the trust 
must be paid without delay into the trust account, and the court 
may charge him interest not exceeding £5 per cent. on money 
unnecessarily retained (rule 12). 





One or the most important features of the new system will be 
the facility of access to the court which the judicial trustee will 
enjoy. Under rule 13 he may at any time request the court to 
give him directions as to the trust or its administration. The 
request must be accompanied by a statement of the facts with 
regard to which direction is required, and the court may require 
the trustee or any other person to attend at chambers if it 
a that such an attendance is necessary or convenient for 
tho purpose of obtaining any information or explanation 
required for properly giving directions, or for the purpose of 

ining the nature of the directions. If there is no reason- 
able doubt of any fact which affects the administration of a 
trust, the court may direct the judicial trustee to act without 
formal proof (rule 14). The accounts are to be made up once 
a year, and are to be audited in ordinary cases by an officer of the 
court, In cases of special difficulty they may be referred to a 
professional accountant for report (rule 15), Where remunera- 
tion is to be paid to a judicial trustee, the amount will 
be fixed by the court; and, in fixing this amount, regard 
will be had to the duties entailed upon him by the trust. 
Certain ial allowances also are authorized; thus, for the 
statement of the trust property made on appointment, an allow- 
ance not exceeding ten guineas may be made, and for realizing 


and investing trust property an allowance not exceeding 1} per | 


cent. or 1 per cent. respectively on the amount dealt with, 
ing as the realization is for the purpose of reinvestment 
or not. Also the court may in any year make a special allow- 
ance to a judicial trustee for special trouble in which he has 
been involved (rule 18). Remuneration payable to an official of 
the court as judicial trustee is to be applied as the Treasury 
direct (rule 19). Any person who is an executor or adminis- 
trator may be appointed a judicial executor or administrator for 
the @ of the collection and distribution of the estate of the 
J— the same manner as if he were a judicial trustee 
(rule 26). There are important regulations also with regard to 
the exercise of the powers of the court and the jurisdiction of 
county courts, to which we can only refer (rules 28-32). County 
courts having bankruptcy jurisdiction will have jurisdiction for 
the present purpose where the value of the trust property does 
not exceed £500, The powers of the court may be exercised in 
general by the “ officer of the court ’’—that is, as regards the 
High Court (other than in proceedings in a district registry), 
the Chancery master attached to the chambers of the judge to 
whom the matter is assigned, with corresponding definitions for 
district registries, Palatine courts, and county courts (rule 34). 





Lorp Justice Lorzs has again illustrated the advantage of 
uniting with his position in the Court of Appeal that of Chair- 
man of Quarter Sessions. At the Wilts Quarter Sessions on 
Tuesday he took occasion to make some important observations 
on the Court of Criminal Appeal Bill which is now before the 
House of Commons, and though it is unlikely that that measure 
will become law, yet the question is certain to be revived in the 
future. The learned Lord Justice entertains strong objections 
as well to the proposal for reviewing the verdicts of juries as for 
the suggestions for securing a revision of sentences, With the 
verdict of the jury Mr. Pickerserix’s Bill does not allow so 
much interference as the Bill formerly introduced by Lord 
James. That Bill contemplated an appeal against the verdict 
with power for the court to direct a new trial. The present Bill 
allows no new trial, but it permits the Court of Criminal Appeal, 
on reference from the Home Secretary, to consider the verdict, 
and, if thought proper, to set aside the conviction. But Lord 
Justice Lorzs takes the view that under the present system the 
risk of a wrong verdict is infinitesimal, and that to allow any 
review of the decision of juries would seriously impair the 
gense .of responsibility under which they now act. It will 
relax, he says, the sense of stern responsibility now so 





keenly — by juries, proceeding, in his judgment, 
from the feeling that their verdict is fal and ——— 
Any element of risk which exists under the present system 
he expects will be removed when the Bill for allowing the 
accused to give evidence on his own behalf has become law. 
There would be more satisfaction in his criticism could we be 
sure that the risk of an erroneous conviction was so slight as he 
asserts, and if in fact the verdict of the jury was accepted as 
final. But the well-established practice for the Home Secretary, 
where special reason exists, to review the evidence and form his 
own opinion whether the sentence ought to be executed or not, as 
well as the fallibility of even the best directed juries, makes it 
difficult to accept the view that verdicts are necessarily reliable, 
or that they are in practice final. The demand for a Court of 
Criminal Appeal is largely based on the feeling that the func- 
tions which the Home Secretary at present exercises in private 
and on his own responsibility ought properly to be exercised in 
ge and by a court specially constituted for the purpose. 

he proposals for the revision of sentences by a Gourt of 
Criminal Appeal, to which Lord Justice Lorzs also takes excep- 
tion, raise a question of no little difficulty. Sentences depend 
on the facts of the particular case, and it will always be 
impossible to eliminate the personal element in the judge. 
Moreover, uniformity implies increasing sentences as well as 
diminishing them, and against this the Lord Justice expects 
there will be an outcry. Altogether he is very much opposed 
to the erection of any Court of Criminal Appeal other than the 
existing Court for Crown Cases Reserved, which is simply a 
Court of Appeal on matters of law. 





Tue prcision of the House of Lords in Welton v. Saffory 
carries to its last development the principle that under the 
constitution of limited companies as regulated by the Companies 
Acts it is not ible for shares to be issued at a discount. 
That such an issue cannot be effected so as to prevent the 
creditors from insisting upon the shares being paid up to their 
full nominal value in a winding up has been put beyond all 
doubt by a series of cases of which the decision of the House of 
Lords in Oorsgum Gold Mining Co. of India v. Roper (1892, A. O. 
125) is the latest. But in that case Lord Hexscuet. threw out 
a suggestion that, while no infringement of the rights of 
creditors was possible, there was no objection to the issue 
at a discount being effectual when it was only a question of 
adjusting the rights of members of the company inter se. In 
substance this suggestion was at variance with the decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Re Weymouth and Channel Islands Steam 
Packet Co. (89 W. R. 49 ; 1891, 1 Ch. 66) where it was held that 
in distributing the surplus assets of a company in liquidation a 
payment should first be made to the holders of shares actually 
paid up in order to place them on a level with the shareholders 
who had taken their shares at a discount, and that only the 
balance should be divided rateably. But Lord HenscHett’s 
suggestion naturally offered a temptation for a fresh discussion 
of the matter, and the occasion for this presented itself in Re 
Railway Time Tabies Publishing Co., Ex parte Welton (1895, 1 Ch. 
255). In that case, upon a new issue of £5 shares, a large 
number were issued at, a discount of £4 10s. a share. 
When the company came to be wound up a call of £2 5s. 
was made on these for the purpose of paying creditors 
and providing for the costs of the liquidation. The liqui- 
dator then made a further call of £2 os. for the purpose of 
adjusting the rights of the contributories inter se; in other 
words he proposed to create out of the pockets of the holders of 
the discount shares a fund which might be distributed among 
all the shareholders. This course was upheld by Kexewicn, J., 
and also by the Court of Appeal, the latter court, of which Lord 
Hatssury was a member, holding that it was bound by the case 
of Re Weymouth and Channel Islands Steam Packet Co. (supra). 
Upon the decision of the House of Lords, which was given on 
Thursday, we hope to comment more fully on a subsequent 
occasion, but while Lord Hzrscuett had the courage to main- 
tain his own ion and considered that the judgment of 


the Court of Appeal should be reversed, the rest of the House © 
(Lord Haxssury, O., and Lords Watson, Macnacuren, Morris, 
and Davey) all concurred in holding that it must be affirmed. — 
The gist of the reasons assigned was that the liability to pay — 
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the full nominal value of the shares either in cash or in some 
other manner under a duly registered contract is of the 
statutory constitution of every limited company, and that it 
holds both as regards creditors and for the purpose of regulating 
the rights of the members inter se, 





Tue Court or Aprzat (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorzs and 
Curry, L.JJ.) have affirmed the decision of Cuartzs, J., in 
Coburn v. Colledge, that the Statute of Limitations runs against 
a solicitor’s claim to costs from the date when the work in 
respect of which the costs are due has been completed, and 
not from the time when, under section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 
1843, he is able to commence an action for their recovery. 
Under that section an action cannot be commenced until the 
expiration of one month from the delivery of a signed bill of 
costs. Ordinarily, of course, this restriction is not very import- 
ant for the purpose of the statute, but in the present case there 
was the special circumstance that the client by whom the costs 
were payable had been for several years abroad, and if the 
cause of action accrued after he had left this country the statute 
would not have commenced to run until his return (4 Anne, c 
16, 8. 19), The work was completed in May, 1889. The client. 
left England on the 7th of June following, and the signed bill 
of costs was delivered on the 12th of June. The client did not 
return till 1896, and the writ was issued on the 12th of June in 
that year. Under these circumstances the bar of the statute 
was complete if the cause of action accrued in May, 1889, for 
the statute then began to run, and the subsequent absence of 
the client beyond the seas would not stop it. But if the action 
did not accrue till the 12th June, 1889, then the statute would 
not have begun to run until the client’s return in 1896, and the 
action would be maintainable. Looking at the matter practi- 
cally, the 12th of June, 1896, ought, of course, to be the 
critical date; for a cause of action is of no value unless it is 
accompanied by a right of action; and although a cause of 
action, apart from the question of the effect of section 37 of 
the Solicitors Act, 1843, undoubtedly accrued in May, 1889, the 
solicitor had no right of action and could not issue a writ till 
June. But at this latter date the very state of things existed 
for which the statute of Anne was intended to provide a 
remedy. In the face, however, of the words of the statutes 
under which the accrual of the cause of action marks the critical 
time, the solicitor’s only chance was to argue that the expira- 
tion of the month from delivery of the bill of costs was part of 
the cause of action, and here the Court of Appeal were against 
him. The satisfaction of the requirement of section 37 wes not 
a matter which the solicitor as plaintiff was bound to allege, 
though the failure to satisfy it might be objected by the client 
as defendant. Hence it was no part of the cause of action ( Cook 
v. Gill, 21 W. R. 334, L. R. 80. P. 107; Read v. Brown, 37 
W. R. 131, 22 Q. B. D. 128), and the solicitor’s claim was 
defeated. 





Tue County Court Rules, 1889, require notice to be given by 
a defendant of any ‘‘statutory defence” intended to be raised 
at the trial (ord. 10, rr. 10, 18). In the recent case of 
Conroy v. Peacock, a Queen’s Bench Divisional Court (Cave and 
Lawrance, JJ.) had to determine what are statutory defences 
within the meaning of these rules. It was held that a defence 
to an action under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880 (43 & 44 
Vict. c. 42) relying on the absence of the notice of the injury com- 
plained of prescribed by section 4 of the Act falls within this 
category, and cannot therefore be set up at the trial, unless the 
defendant has given notice thereof in accordance with the 
County Court Rules above mentioned. This decision is, we 
think, fully warranted by the terms of ord. 10, r. 18, which 
applies not merely to any defence of which the defendant is 

uired by any statute to give notice, but whenever the 
defendant relies upon ‘‘any statutory defence.” Now, the 
omission by a plaintiff to fulfil such a statutory condition 
precedent to his right of action as is imposed by section 4 of 
the Employers’ Liability Act obviously constitutes a statu 
defence of which the defendant is at li to avail himeell, 
and therefore falls within ord. 10, r. 18 of the Oounty Court 


THAT BLOT IN THE COUNTY COURT RULES 


(MARCH), 1897. 
In this year of commemorations and retrospects the 


courts are certainly entitled to receive a meed of praise 
public approbation for useful work i by them in the 


~~ —2* thoir ee ee debts courts in —9 
their ordinary jurisd —* conferred upon them 


u 


special statutes, has d , while under their 
derivative jurisdiction they now ann of a very 
large number of High Oourt actions to them under 


sections 65 and 66 of the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Viet. 
c. 43). Such a transformation of the county courts, as has 
taken place during the last fifty years, is a to 
obscure the at not : * thoir ing 
importance as courts of justice, still discharge 
useful functions of small debis we bya that their original 
raison d'étre was to provide an efficient deb ing machinery. 
This machinery has, in the ordinary course of thi 
to time been improved on lines suggested by p 
experience. Where, however, a particular provision has stood 
the test of experience for many years, and has been found to 
work satisfac eo in the public interest, it should not be altered 
or interfered with in any way. Unfortunately, however, the 
County Court Rules (March), 1897, whose operation has been 
suspended until the 25th of May, seem, as we have already had 
occasion to point out (ante, p. 324), in one important instance at 
all ‘events, to disregard this canon. 

The obnoxious rule, to which we then had occasion to refer, is 
ord. 5, r. 9a. Without repeating our previous observations, we 
now propose to supplement them by a few additional remarks. 
The rule in question will anton y hamper and impede the 
working of that most useful provision of section 74 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), originally 
contained in section 1 of the County Courts Act, 1867 (30 & 31 
Vict. c. 142), whereby, by leave of the judge or registrar, an 
action may be commenced in the county court in the district of 
which the cause of action wholly or in part arose. This enact- 
ment has proved a great convenience to wholesale traders and 


i 


; | 


others, who, but for its salu operation, would have to send 
agents all over the country to actions and attend at the 


trial thereof in small county courts, where sometimes once in 
two months only sittings are held, and where it might take six 
months to bring on a —*— summons. Its tendency, how- 
ever, has been to diminish business in the smaller county courts 
and to increase that of the larger courts, within the districts of 
which the principal wholesale traders, at all events, 

reside, and where that part of the cause of action which consists 
of failure to pay accounts at their head places of business almost 
invariably arises. : 

In our opinion the practice under section 74 should be charac- 
terized by that extreme simplicity which ought ever to bea 
special feature of all debt-collecting machinery. Unfortunately, 


however, in lieu of the existing practice er that enactment, 


which is comparatively simple, the new rule under consideration, 


which comprises no less that fifteen numbered paragraphs, 
introduces a series of complicated i not easily to be 
comprehended or carried out even by the experienced i- 


tioner, and altogether beyond the mental grasp of the 
litigant. Ths obo wend to be to favour and protect re- 
calcitrant debtors by — on a plaintiff 

himself of the enactment above referred to terms and conditions, 
which, we venture to think, were never contemplated by the 
Legislature. Thus, in order to obtain leave to issue a summons 
out of the district in which the defendant dwells or carries 





Rules, 1889. 


business, the plaintiff will, in have to select for himself, 
re TE 
iven in the a ix to the new i 
sim in Go ceeds 
of leave. This, we consider, is quite out of with the 
cevions intention of Stee Ts ——— 
not in cases ways save where 
Siok wane te te — 
But the requirements of the new rule are, we remind our 
readers, by by. this provision. On the 
contrary, it is provided, by paragraph 14, when leave és 
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, the plaintiff shall, where the residence or place of | Victorian statutes which still remain unrepealed, there are, of 


iness of any proposed defendant is distant more than twenty 
miles from the court in which it is proposed to enter the plaint, 
deposit in court a sum reasonably sufficient to meet any allow- 
ance for travelling expenses and attendance at court which may 
be awarded to such defendant if successful. In view of the fact 
that an enormous majority of county court actions are unde- 
fended, and that the instances where a defendant has come to 
the place of trial, succeeded, and failed to get his costs, are very 
few indeed, we cannot but think that this vexatious burden, now 
for the first time imposed on plaintiffs, is as unnecessary as it is 
undoubtedly mischievous, Moreover, we believe that it will 
heavily on county court officials, who will have to discharge 
additional duties, of a more or less irksome character, and keep 
fresh books in connection therewith. 

It is, indeed, true that the new rule provides that, for “ good 
cause,” the judge or registrar shall be empowered to dispense 
with the deposit. But ‘‘ good cause” is a vague term, difficult of 
application, and may be held to exist either where a plaintiff is 
eo rich that to require a deposit would be an absurdity, or 
where he is so poor that to constitute it a sine gud non would 
amount to a denial of justice. 

In making these additional observations on the requirements 
of the new rule we are not seeking to plead the cause of the 
rich against the poor. On the contrary, believing, as we do, 
that the existence of a good debt-collecting machinery largely 
conduces to that system of credit which enables the poor to live, 
we protest against its being impaired; just as, on similar 
grounds, we uphold the power of committal on judgment 
summonses (provided it be wisely and mercifully exercised), even 
though, according to some eminent authorities, such power 
ought never to be exercised at all. 





PRE-VICTORIAN LEGISLATION AND ITS POSSIBLE 
JUBILEE REPEAL. 
Mr. Batrovr, in response to a question by Sir E. Asumeap- 
Bartietr whether he would appoint a Commission, “as a 
memorial of her Majesty’s great jubilee,” to undertake the 
codification and simplification of the laws of England, has 
declined to promise that ‘‘this enormous undertaking should 
be started at the present time,” but added that he was pre- 
to “ make an effort’ in the suggested direction by con- 
sulting his legal friends in both Houses of Parliament. Some 
kind of “ effort” will, therefore, no doubt be made, but looking 
to the expense and trouble of codification, and to the length of 
time required for its completion, we are not at all sanguine of 
any practical result. One step, however, might be very easily 
and very quickly taken with great practical advantage, and it 
is a step which would also be peculiarly appropriate to the 
Jubilee year. 

We think that a very few months would suffice for the 
preparation of a few much-needed Bills to repeal and re-mould 
all our pre-Victorian statutory law. Any person conversant 
with the existing Statute book must have noticed that the bulk 
of the living part of it is Victorian. Bankruptcy Acts, Com- 
pest Acts, Municipal Corporations Acts, Local Government 

Summary Jurisdiction Acts, Solicitors’ Acts, Matrimonial 
Oauses Acts, Civil Procedure Acts (including the Judicature 
Acts and the County Courts Act), Education Acts, Factory Acts, 
Mines Regulation Acts, Criminal Law Consolidation Acts, 
Lands Clauses Acts, Railway Acts, Lunacy Acts, the Merchant 
or me the Conveyancing Acts, the Settled Land Acte, 

o three Codification Acts relating to Bills of Exchange, 
Partnership, and Sale of Goods—all these are wholly the pro- 
duct of the present reign. On the other hand, the first five 
volumes of the second edition of the Revised Statutes will be 
found to contain some 1,000 pages apiece of pre-Victorian 
statutes, of exactly equivalent force in point of law with the 
statutes succeeding them. That a later Act repeals an earlier 
one with which it is conflict, is elementary law. But implied 
repeals, ially since the establishment of our modern system 
of Statute Law Revision, are not to be assumed, and however 
antiquated and absurd a statute may be, it is the duty of the 
courts to give effect to it. Amongst the hundreds of pre- 


course, not a few, such as the Statutes of Distribution, of Limi- 
tation, and of Frauds, the “‘ Act of Elizabeth,” the Prescription 
Act, the Septennial Act, and the Acts of Union, which still 
profoundly affect our existing law. But with the vast majority 
of them it is far otherwise. Hore, for instance, is a list of such. 
We believe the Acts therein to be in the main wholly useless : 


38 Ed. 3, st. 2.—By this Act, which was passed ‘‘to nourish love and 
peace and concord between Holy Church and the realms,’’ it is enacted 
that persons obtaining benefices from the Court of R me and their abettors 
shall on conviction be punished according to 25 Ed. 3, st. 5, c. 22—i.e., 
that they be out of the king’s protection, and that a man may do with 
them as with enemies of our Lord the King and his realm. 

33 Hen. 8, c. 9: ‘* The Act for maintenance of Artillery and debarring 
unlawful gaines.”"—This Act appears to legalize common gaming in any 
house kept by persons specially licensed. For it directs that *‘ yf any 
pson hereafter sue for any placarde to have comon gaming in his house 
contaris to this estatute, it shal be contevned in the said placarde what 
game shall be used in the same houre,”” and what persons shall play 
thereat, ‘* the partye obteyning any such placarde before he put the same 
in execucon’’ to be ‘‘ bounde by recognizaunce in the Chauncerie in « 
cten some to be appoynted by the discrecon of the lorde chauncelor of 
Englande that he shall not use the said placarde contarie to the fourme 
thereof.”” The Act also forbids the playing of bowls by servants “‘ out of 
Christmas’’ and by any person out of his garden or orchard. Every 
mayor, sheriff, judge of assize, and justice of the peace is bound to cause 
this statute to be proclaimed *‘fower tymes in the yere,’’ or in their 
several circuits and sessions. [Disobedience of a statute, it may be 
observed, is a common law misdemeanour, rendering the misdemeanant 
liable to unlimited fine or imprisonment, or both. ] 

2 & 3 Edw. 6, q. 1.—Tbis Act imposes divers penalties on ministers not 
using the Prayer-book then in use and since replaced by the present 
Prayer-book, scheduled to the Act of Uniformity of Charles II., the 
penalty for the third offence being imprisonment for life. 

5 Eliz. c. 9.—By this Act a convicted perjurer is liable to a penalty of 
£20, on non-payment of which he is *‘to bee sett on the pillorye”’ 
{abolished by 1 Vict. c. 23], ‘‘and there to have bothe his eares nayled.’’ 

18 Eliz. c. 6.—By this Act (which, though specially saved by 40 Geo. 3, 
c. 41, s. 7, is omitted from the Revised Statutes as ‘‘ private’) all Oxford, 
Cambridge, Winchester, and Eton College leases made after 1576 are void 
in law to all intents and purposes, unless one-tnird part at least of the 
old rent ’’ be reserved and paid in corn. 

1 Car. 1, c. 1, and 3 Car. 1, c. 2.—By these Acts (which are not subject 
to the restrictions imposed on prosecutions under the well-known Sunday 
Observance Act, 1677 (29 Car. 2, c. 7) by the Snnday Observation Prose- 
cutions Act, 1871) ‘‘there shali be no concourse of people out of their 
own parishes on the Lord’s-day for any sports or pastimes whatsoever,”’ 
the penalty on each offender being 3s. 44., leviable by distress of goods, 
‘and in default of such distress the partie offending to be set publiquelie 
in the stocks by the space of three houres’’; and carriers and butchers 
exercising their trade on Sundays are liable to penalties of 20s. and 6a. 8d. 
a piece respectively, part of which may be given by convicting justices 
to the informer. 

29 Car. 2,c. 9. *‘An Act for taking away the writt De Heretico combu- 
rendo,’’—By this Act it is expressly provided that nothing therein shall 
abridge the jurisdiction of Protestant archbishops or bishops in cases of 
“atheisme, blasphemy, heresie, or schisme, and other damuable doctrines 
and opinions,’’ but that they may proceed to punish the same by degrad- 
ation and other ecclesiastical censures not extending to death *‘ia such 
sort as they might have done before the makeing of the Act.’’ 

9 Will. 3, c. 35.—By this Act any person having at any time made pro- 
fession of the Christian religion who ‘‘ shal by writing, printing, teach- 
ing, or advised speaking . . . deny the Christian religion to be true 
or the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testament to be of divine 
authority . . . -and shal be convicted . . . for the first offence 
shal be adjudged incapable and disabled in law to all intents and pur- 
poses to have or enjoy any office, employment, ecclesiastical, civil, or 
military,’’ and his office, if any, is to be declared void; while upon a 
second conviction he is to be disabled from suing in any court of law, or 
to be guardian of any child or executor of any pereon, or capable of any 
legacy or deed of gift or office within the kingdom for ever, ‘‘ and shall 
also suffer imprisonment for the space of three years without bail or main- 
prise from the time of such conviction.” 

11 Geo. 2, c. 22 (the ** Corn Exportation Act, 1727 ’’).—By this Act any 
person using violence to hinder the purchase or carriage of corn must by 
convicting justices be sent to gaol for three months, ‘‘and shall by the 
same justices be also ordered to be once publickly and openly whipped by 
the master or keeper of such gaol” in the town and where the offence was 
committed ‘‘on the first convenient market-day at the market-cross or 
market-place there between the hours of eleven and two of the clock.’’ 

25 Geo. 2, c. 87: ‘‘ An Act for better preventing the horrid crime of 
murder’’ (the Murder Act, 1751).—By this Act, in the sentence pro- 
nounced on persons convicted of murder in Scotland “shall be expressed 
not only the usual judgement of death, but also . the marks of 
infamy bereby ’’ (these marks have disappeared from the revised statutes) 
‘* directed for such offenders, in order to impress a just horror in the 
mind of the offender and on the minds of such as shall be present of the 
heinous crime of murder’’; and it is also directed that after sentence the 
prisoner is to be fed with bread and water only. [The 9th section of this 





Act, which relates to rescue and applies to England as well as Scotland, 
perhaps requires re-enactment]. 
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32 Geo. 2, c. 63 (the ‘‘ Scottish Episcopalians Relief Act, 1792 °’).—By 
this Act (section 13) no person may vote at a Parliamentary election in 
Scotland or be elected to u Scotch seat if he shall have been present twice 
in one year in any Episcopal chapel where the Royal Family shall not be 
prayed for in tne Church of England form. 

39 Geo. 3, c. 79 —‘‘ The Unlawful Societies Act, 1799." This Act 
extends to all friendly societies transacting business other than that 
which directly and immediately relates to their particular societies, by 
virtue of section 32 of the Friendly Societies Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 
25), re-enacting section 15 (1) of the Friendly Act, 1875, as 
applied to branch societies by section 2 of the Friendly Societies Act, 
1887. The Act declares every society the members whereof take any oath 
or subscribe any declaration not authorized by law, to be » with 
exceptions only (1) for declarations approved by justices of the . 
and (2) for Freemasons’ lodges-established before 1799 and — 
the clerk of the peace for each county where a meeting is held, the clerk 
of the peace being directed annually to lay the registry before the justices 
in quarter sessions, who may order any lodge to be discontinued upon 
complaint that the continuance thereof “is likely to be injurious to the 
publick peace and good order.’’ : 

10 Geo. 4, c. 7 (the Roman Oatholic Relief Act, 1829).—By this Act 
(sections 28-36) any male person admitted a member of any religious 
order of the Church of Rome “ shall he deemed guilty of a . 
and being thereof Jawfully convicted shall be sentenced and ordered to be 
banished from the United Kingdom for the term of his natural life.”’ If 
he do not depart within thirty days after sentence he may be conveyed to 
such place out of the United Kingdom as her Majesty, by the advice of 
her Privy Council, shall direct; and if he be at large part of 
the United Kingdom without lawful cause, ‘‘ every such offender shall 
be transported for the term of his natural life.’’ 


We must now bring our list of pre-Victorian statutory 
absurdities toa close. It does not pretend to be exhaustive, 
and it is possible that one or two of the sections of the Act which 
we have placed on the list may require re-enactment. The Acts of 
1799 and 1829 have been recently brought in the House of Com- 
mons to the notice of Mr. Batrour, who referred Mr. Hzaty, in 
reference to the severities of the Acts relating to Roman Oatholics, 
to the Statute Law Revision Committee (of which Mr. Hzaty is a 
member) for redress. Rightly or wrongly that Committee has 
twice passed over the Act of 1829, and, as we have shewn, other 
Acts equally absurd, without any but very partial attempts at 
repeal ; and what is more, in and by the Short Titles Act, 1896, 
Parliament has only just recently swept more than one of them 
again into the Statute book. What is wanted is something more 


than an isolated repeal here and there of some enactment which ti 


may happen to excite public attention, or the repeal of which may 
happen to be persistently urged by some active member of the 
House of Commons. Lord Campsett, — weed nd set pg 
Law Revision going by passing a single com ive 19 
& 20 Vict. c. 64. That Act —— 7 Ric. 7, o. 12, which 
enacted that ‘‘no man shall ride in harness within the realm, 
nor with launcegays (s?c),”” and no less than 125 other statutes of 
equal, greater, or less absurdity, but hardly more absurd in 
1856 than the statutes we have referred to are in 1897. The 
Act, we may observe, is distinguished from all the score or more 
of bulky Statute Law Revision Acts which followed it in two 
respects—it had no saving clause, except for pending actions, 
and it had no partial repeals. 

What is required is, first, another Act on the lines of this Act 
of 1856. For this purpose the 5,000 pages which the pre- 
Victorian Acts occupy should be read through by a few com- 
petent persons, of whom at least one should have been (though he 
should not still be) a member of the House of Commons, 
with the duty of preparing a schedule of Acts fit for absolute 
and entire without saving or qualification. In the course 
of this perusal no doubt many more Acts may be found fit for a 
total repeal than those to which we have called attention. Many 
also will be found fit for partial repeal without absolutely neces- 
sitating a re-enactment of the barsiy 94 parts. These should 
be at once dealt with in a separate Act by way of repeal, and the 
living parts should be re-enacted in separate Acts to be passed 
hereafter. A third and much more important class, though a 
small one, will be composed of those Acts which must be re- 
enacted and consolidated with their Victorian successors. It is 
desirable, though not essential, that the Government should 
control the scheme. There is a precedent in the Master and 
Servant Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. o. 4 Be was the work of 
Mr. Howett, for an attempt of the ki successfully 
made by a private member. In the same year, it may be 
observed, a vigorous, and it is to be hoped successful, attem 
was made by the Coinage Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. o. 58), to! 
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REVIEWS. 


THE LAW OF LUNACY. 


THe Law oF AND Practice in Lunacy, witH THE Lunacy Acts, 
1890-91 (CONSOLIDATED AND ANNOTATED); THE RULES OF THE 
Lunacy CoMMISSIONERS, 1895; THE IpIoTs Acr, 1886; THE 
VacaTING oF Szats Act, 1886; THE RuLEs in Lunacy, 1892-03; 
(ConsOLIDATED) ; THE LANcAsHIRE CounTY (ASYLUMS AND OTHER 
Powers) Act, 1891; THE IwEBRIATES Aors, 1879 anD 1880 (Con- 
SOLIDATED AND ANNOTATED); THE Orrminat Lunatics Acts, 
1800-1884 : TRE RULES IN CNAUGHTON’S CASE; AND A OOL- 
LECTION OF Forms, PREcEDENTs, &c. By A. Woop Rxnrow 
M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


Mr. Wood Renton has conceived an ambitious desi 
carried it out on a vast scale. ‘‘No writer on the h Law of 
Lunacy,” so far, he says, as he is aware, ‘‘has hitherto attem to 
cover the whole fi with which it deals, and to combine a 
systematic treatment of it with a practical annotation of the 
numerous statutes in which it is so em 
work Mr. Wood Renton attempts to Seales j 
other words, he deals with the numerous subjects in which the law 

the 
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as other useful matter. Mr. Wood Renton is to be congratulated on 
the successful completion of a task which must have entailed upon 
him labour of no ordinary character. 





THE LAW OF BANKING. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW RELATING TO BANKERS AND BANKING 
CoMPANIES, WITH AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE MOST IMPORTANT 
STATUTES IN FORCE RELATING THERETO. By the late JAMES 
Grant, Barrister-at-Law. Firru Epirion by CLaupE C. M. 
PLUMPTRE, Barrister-at-Law, assisted by J. K. Mackay, Barrister- 
at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The practice of banking is of such importance to the commercial 
world that it is essential for the law relating to it to be readily 
accessible, and the numerous cases which have been decided of 
recent years have made a new edition of the late Mr. Grant's treatise 
very desirable. As an il'ustration of how active in this direction 
the courts have been, perhaps no better chapter could be selected 
than that on securities to cover advances by banks, which is one of 
those which have had to be largely re-written. To mention only 
some of the most notable additions, the text now gives the effect of 
Société Générale de Paris v. Walker (11° App. Cas. 20) and Colonial 
Bank vy. Whinney (11 App. Cas. 427) on mortgages of shares, and of 
E. of Sheffield v. London Joint-Stock Bank (13 App. Cas. 333) and 
London Joint-Stock Bank v. Simmons (1892, A. C. 201) on the 
the authority of a broker to pledge securities deposited with him. 
Prominence is rightly given also to Powell v. London and Provincial 
Bank (1893, 2 Ch. 555), which demonstrated the worthlessness of a 
blank transfer of shares, though probably the practice of accepting 
such transfers has not been materially diminished. Still more 
important for bankers is the doubt which has been recently cast in 

v. E. of Londesborough (C. A., 1895, 1 Q. B. 536) on the 
possibility of finding any satisfactory principle uaderlying Young v. 
Grote (4 Bing. 253), though so far as that case applies to the rela- 
tion of banker and customer it has not been overruled. The editors 
have had to content themselves with referring to the decision of the 
House of Lords in Scholfield v. E. of Londesborough only in the table 
of cases. But all through the volume it would be an easy matter to 
e, out instances in which the law has been of recent years 

by noteworthy decisions. Considering the extent of 
ground covered, the book is brought within reasonable compass, 
and the editors have maintained its character for clearness and 
conciseness, and, as far as we can judge, for accuracy. They have 
not omitted to notice the case of Mrs. Langtry’s Jewels, and they 
suggest that if the jewels were received by the Union Bank in their 
capacity of bankers, which was probably the case, and not as mere 
gratuitous bailees, they were responsible, apart from any question of 
negligence, for giving up the jewels on a forged signature; but 
since, as the editors remark, the case, ‘‘ unfortunately alike for the 
public and the legal profession, was settled before trial,” the 
important question which it raised remains for the present unsolved. 





THE LAW OF NUISANCES. 


THe Law or Nuisances. By Epmunp W. Garrett, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Sxconp Epirion. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

In its first edition, published in 1890, Mr. Garrett’s book was 
as a useful exposition of an important branch of the law. 

Since that date there have been considerable changes in the statute 

law relating to the subject, and in the ordinary course, moreover, a 

large number of fresh cases have been decided. The alterations 

thus effected in the law have, by means of a careful revision, been 
incorporated in the text of the present edition. According to Mr. 

Garrett’s own statement some two hundred and fifty fresh cases have 

been added. The statutory changes are chiefly in respect of matters 

which he classes as minor statutory nuisances, and which affect the 
public health. A general definition of a nuisance Mr, Garrett does 
not attempt to give, but nuisances as ordinarily recognized fall 
within certain well-defined classes, and these form the subject of his 
book. Among those which more frequently come in question are 
nuisances arising from the improper interference with health or com- 
fort. To exist in what is ordinarily known as civilized life requires a 
certain amount of robustness, and the law will not suffer a man to 
complain too readily of his neighbour’s smoke or noise, or other 
objectionable characteristics. Children and pianos, for instance, it 
has been held on high authority are not actionable nuisances. But the 
limit is passed when, having regard to circumstances of time and 


place, the conduct of one’s neighbour prevents the enjoyment of a 
reasonable standard of comfort, and then the assistance of the law 
can be successfully invoked. This principle is clearly expounded b 

Mr. Garrett, and the cases in which it has applied are enumerated. 
One of the chief merits of his book is the clear and concise manner in 
which he uses the authorities. In the appendix of statutes he has: 


included the Locomotives on Highways Act, 1896, and he has given 
also the circular letter of the Local Government Board, and the Order 
under the Act issued by the same authority. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law and Practice of Letters Patent for Inventions. By 
Lewis Epmunps, D.Sc., Q. Second Edition. By T. M. Srevens, 
D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


A Treatise on the Law of Guarantees and of Principal and Surety. 
By Henry ANSELM DE CoLyar, Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. 
Butterworth & Co. 


A Manual of the Practice of the Supreme Court of Judicature in 
the Queen’s Bench and Chancery Divisions ; intended for the use of 
students and the profession. By JoHNn INDERMAUR, Solicitor. 
Seventh Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 


A Treatise on the Modern Law of Contracts: Including a Fall 
Consideration of the Contracts and Undertakings of Public and 
Private Corporations, as determined by the Courts and Statutes of 
England and of the United States. By Cuartes Fish Bxacu, jun. 
In Two Volumes. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The Law relating to Civil Engineers, Architects, and Contractors. 
With a Chapter on Arbitrations. By L. Livincston Macassey, 
Barrister-at-Law, and J. ANDREW STRAHAN, M.A., LL.B., Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Second Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Business Man’s County Court Guide: A Practical Manual of 
the Ordinary Procedure in these Tribunals, especially with Reference 
to Tradesmen’s Disputes and the Recovery of Trade Debts ; including 
Practical Information upon Evidence, Special Defences, &c., and 
with an Appendix of useful Forms and Table of Fees. Second and 
Revised Edition. By CEARIES Jones. Effingham Wilson. 

A Handy Book on the Law of Husband and Wife. By Jamezs 
WatrTer Smiru, B.A. (Oxford), LL.D. —— Barrister-at-Law. 
Eleventh Thousand. New and Revised Edition. Effingham Wilson. 

Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation. March, 1897. 
Rivington, Percival, & Co. 

The Law Quarterly Review. April, 1897. Edited by Sir 
FREDERICK PoLLock, Bart., M.A., LL.D. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LAND REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—That hardy annual, the Land Transfer Bill, being once more 
introduced into Parliament, the question of the advantages or dis- 
advantages of a system of registration under Government control 
over the present method of private conveyance becomes of interest, 
not only to the legal profession, but to the public at large. We pre- 
sume that the —— of the proposed change claim that vendors 
and purchasers will obtain the benefits of despatch and cheapness 
whick they assert are not enjoyed under the existing practice. 

We think, therefore, our own personal experience quite recently of 
the working of the Land Transfer Act, 1862. may be interesting and 
instructive to all concerned in dealings with land. 

In August, 1895, a client of ours purchased by auction for a little 
less than £1,700 a freehold farm situate in one of the Midland 
counties. 

The conditions shewed that the estate had been registered with an 
indefeasible title under the Land Registry Act, 1862, and we were 
therefore surprised to receive an abstract of title of twenty-one 
sheets. We afterwards found that we had more trouble in investigat- 
ing the title than we should have had if it had not been registered, 
as all the deeds relating to the property were in the possession of 
the vendors, and, of course, had to be perused as in an ordinary sale 
and purchase, whilst in addition we were compelled to make searches 
at the Land Registry. 

It might be thought that a conveyance of land with a registered 
indefeasible title would be of a simple character, axd that points 
such as might arise in an ordinary case, which might necessitate the 
opinion of counsel, could not exist. 

So far from such being the case we were compelled for the protec- 
tion of our client to have the draft conveyance settled by a judge in 
chambers, and to refer other points in connection with the title and 
the contract to the court for decision. 

The engrossment of the conveyance was sent to the vendor’s solici- 
tors on the 10th of December, 1895, with some lithographed forms of 
declaration to be made by the witnesses to the deed in verification of 





the due execution of the conveyance as required by the registry. 
It appears that there is no statutory obligation on the ie of the 
th 


vendors to fill up and make these simple declarations, an @ pur- 
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chaser is, therefore, at the mercy of the vendor and his solicitors 
both as to compliance and costs, and we had the trouble and 
delay in consequence of our refusal to submit to the fee which was 
asked 


Our client’s purchase was finally completed with the vendors at the 
end of April, 1896, and we then had to employ our London agent to 
register the conveyance at the Land . Although no time 
was lost on our side, the requirements of the Land Registry were such 
that the registration was not completed until August, 1896—viz., 
about four months after the date of the completion with the vendors 
and twelve months from the date of the contract being signed, 

The foes payable to the registrar on registration and for searches 
amounted to £11 18s. 5d., and our agents’ costs in connection with 
the registration were over £5 10s. 

It must be remembered that these payments are in addition to the 
stamp duty of } per cent. upon the amount of the purchase-money 
and our own costs for investigating the title, preparing the convey- 
ance, &c., which would have been the only charges in an ordinary 
conveyance. 

We are strongly of opinion there would be few titles now remain- 
ing upon the register if purchasers could readily remove them there- 
from, We ourselves inquired what would be the cost of so doing and 
received this significant reply from the office: ‘The removal fee is 
double the registration fee ! ’’ 

This decided us to register our client’s conveyance, but we very 
much regret that we did so, as we found when too late that the 
regis — cost our client considerably more than the double fee for 
removal, 

The facts we have related must, we think, go a long way to prove 
that a system of official registration in exchange for "that of private 
— will not in the end be to the advantage of the general 

ublic. 

, The solicitor may, it is true, have his own charges cut down toa 
vanishing point, but the purchaser will have to pay fixed official fees 
as high, or even higher, instead of charges which can always be made 
a matter of arrangement between himself and his solicitor, and he 
will exchange the despatch and privacy of the present system for the 
red-tapeism, delay, and publicity of a Government office. Moreover, 
in cases where a purchase and mortgage are to be simultaneous 
effected, the delay, &c., may cause the greatest inconvenience a 
hindrance to borrower and lender alike. 

83, Waterloo-street, Birmingham, April 6. 


SHuTE & Swinson. 





BILLS OF SALE ACT (1878) AMENDMENT ACT, 1882. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—As subscribers to the above journal, we shall be glad of the 
opinion of any of your readers on the following point. 
A. in February last gives a bill of sale over his stock-in-trade, &c. 


by way of security for the repayment of £40 advanced by B., an 
interest thereon at the rate of one shilling in the pound per month. 
A. agreed to pay the principal together with the interest then due, 
by monthly payments of £3 on a certain day in every month 
succeeding the date thereof, and that in default of payment of an 
instalment of the said principal sum, he would pay interest on su 
instalment at the rate aforesaid from the date when the same should 
become due, until payment thereof. 

A. duly pays the first monthly instalment of £3 in the followin 
March, and on consulting us, finds he is paying interest at the rate 
of sixty per cent. and desires to pay B. off. B. is written to and 
offered the principal—viz., £40 and interest due to date, and a 
month’s interest in lieu of notice. B. replies declining this, and 
demanding payment of £52 13s., being balance of principal, with 
interest calculated on remaining instalments of principal down to 
April, 1898, when, in the ordinary course the last payment under the 
bill of sale would be due. 

Can B. insist upon this, which practically means that A. would be 
peying altogether £15 13s. for the use of £40 for about two months ? 

e considered that in offering to pay the balance of principal with 
interest to date, and a month’s interest in lien of notice, we were 
making a very fair offer, but this is declined by the tee, who 
insists upon his right to the interest as before mentio We should 
be glad of an opinion as to the correctness of his contention and as to 
A.’s rights with to redemption. 

B. quotes two cases on which he relies—viz., Moore v. The Southern 
Counties Deposit Bank (Lim.),C. A.; and Simmons v. Woodward 
1892, H. L., but we cannot see that these touch the point as to 
redemption we have mentioned. East Coast. 

April 3, 1897. 

_ [Our correspondent will find an argument in favour of A.’s right of 
immediate redemption in a letter by Mr. Weir, ante, p. 255, and see 
ante, p. 267,—Ed. S. J.] 





It was stated on Thursday that Mr. John Stratford Dugdale, Q. O. 
Recorder of Birmingham, was to be the successor to Mr. Justice Charles. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


CARNEY v. PLIMMER. No.1. 3ist March. 


Gaminc—Mowry Parp ry Resescr or Wacrrinc Conrract—Promise To 
Rerpay—Gamine Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 9) 8. 1. 


Appeal from the judgment of Day, J., in favour of the plaintiff in an 
action to recover £500 as money lent. The defendant and another 
had agreed to fight a boxing match for £500 a side, each having to t 
that sum. The defendant asked the plaintiff, who was his second, to 
him the £500, and the plaintiff agreed to do so upon the terms that 


F 
: 


only to be repaid the defendant won the . The plaintiff accord- * 
ingly paid the eholder defendant won the match, 


6 ’ 
and received the stakes, but refused to repa 
defence of the Gaming Acts. The learned judge gave judgment for 
plaintiff. By section 1 of the Gaming Act, 1892, 
or implied, to pay any angen Dawe gabearccs » Epon ~f under or in 
respect of any contract or agreement rendered null and void by the Act 
of the eighth and ninth Victoria Ohapter one hundred and nine . . . 
shall be null and void, and no action shall be brought or maintained to 
recover any such sum of money.” 

Tue Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., Lorzs and Curry, L.JJ.) allowed 
a , 
rd Esuer, M.R., said that the case came within section 1 of the 
Gaming Act, 1892. In his opinion this £500 was clearly money lent by 
plaintiff to the defendant, but it was equally clear that it was lent in 
respect of a inasmuch as the plaintiff was only to be repaid if the 
defendant won the match. The transaction so far ee 
ment was concerned, upon the res' a . The plaintiff, ore, 
could not recover, and j must defendant, but 
without costs either here or in the court below. 
Lores, L.J., concurred. The contract between the two combatants was 
a wagering contract, and that contract was null and void under 8 & 9 Vict. 
c. 109. Itseemed to him clear that this £500 was paid by the plaintiff in 
respect of that wagering contract. 
nitty, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Hugo Young and McCardie ; Dorsett 
and A. Lyttelton. Soxrscrrors, J. Davis, for Bast ¢ Smith, Birmingham ; 
Judge & Priestley, for P. Baker, Birmingham. 
(Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


Re DONISTHORPE AND THE MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, & LINCOLN- 
SHIRE RAILWAY CO. Nox. 25th March. 


Lanps Crauses Acrs—ComPEnsaTION ror Lanps Insurntovsty Arrecrap— 


Appuication vor Tria 1x Hick Covurt—Jvurispicrion or Master— 

Reoutation or Ramways Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 119), 8. 41. 

Appeal from an order of Day, J., at chambers. On the 20th of Febra- 
ary, 1897, Donisthorpe served notice on the railway company 
compensation, under the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, in respect of 
injuriously affected by the construction ofa railway, and in case 


F 


F 


d | disputed the amount of his claim, that the compensation should be 


bya jury. On the Ist of March the railway com took out an - 
ating summons under section 41 of the Regulation of 
to have the question of compensation tried before a judge of the High 
Court and a special jury. Saciien, 62 qoeviiee Cat wOnere See Saree 
of compensation in respect of lands taken or injuriously affected is to be 
settled by the verdict of a jury summoned, asin the Lands Clauses 
1845, mentioned, ‘‘ the company or the party entitled to the compensation 
may, at any time before the issuing by the ————— 
— 

Common Law at Wentminster if he 
for trial of the question in one of the su 
question between the parties shall be 

of difference by the judge,” &c. On the 12th of March the master 
refused the application. Subsequently, on the same 
issued their warrant to the sheriff to summon a jury for settling the 
com tion, the twenty-one days after the receipt of the notice limited 
for so doing by section 68 of the 
13th of March. On the 15th of March Day, J., 
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Court, and was now 
Then order 54, r. 12, said that a master might exercise all jurisdiction 
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exceptions) under the Acts, that is the Judicature Acts, 
t be exercised by a judge at chambers. Therefore, as the 
chambers now exercised the jurisdiction under the Judicature 
master could exercise it. In this case the master refused to make 
, bat the judge differed from him and made the order. The 
be taken as made at the time when the master ought to have 
that was before the warran ũ @ sheriff. The 
re made in time. It followed that the warrant tothe 
be treated as of no effect at all. 
L.J., concurred. The application to the master was not made 
the master had jurisdiction. Before the Judicature Act, 1873, 
master had no jurisdiction, but the effect of section 19 of that Act 
to transfer the jurisdiction under section 41 of the Regulation of 
Act, 1868, to the High Court to be exercised by a judge at 
Then, by order 54, r. 12, the master had the same powers at 
as a judge, with certain exceptions. It was said that, as one of 
was the settlement of issues, and as section 41 of the Act of 
enacted that the question should be stated in an issue, the judge 
alone had jurisdiction to deal with the matter. In his opinion that point 
‘was not a good one. The question of settling an issue had not yet arisen. 
The master therefore had jurisdiction on the present application. If the 
ofan issue did arise, and the parties could not agree upon it, 
the judge would have to deal with that applicaton. The master 
having jurisdiction the judge’s order was not too late, as at the time when 
the appeal came before him he was making the order which the master 
should have made. 

Ourrry, L.J., concurred.—Counse, Zoller; J. Eldon Bankes. Souticrrors, 
Torr, Gribble, § Co., for R. ¢ G. Toller § Sons, Leicester; Cunliffes ¢ Daven- 
port, for J. Storey, Leicester. 

[Reported by W. F. Barny, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


SAUNDERS v. SAUNDERS. No. 2. 24th March, 5th April. 


Drvorncs—Pracrica — Co-resPonpENT—Neczssaky Party—INaBiity To 
Provs Apvuttery—Maremontat Cavses Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 
85), ss. 27, 28; Drvorce Ruues 2, 4, 5, 6. 

This case raised the important question whether it is competent fora 
in divorce to against his wife without making any 

& CO- t. The petitioner left this country on the 17th of 

1894, went to America. He returned on the 27th of May, 1896, 

and discovered that his wife had given birth to a child on the 27th of 

April, 1896, of which he was not the father. The birth of the child was 

without the name of any father. On the 2nd of June, 1896, the 

took out a bastardy summons against one Isaac Harry, alleging that 

he was the father of the child. The summons was returnable for the 17th 

of June, and was adjourned until the 8th of July for the attendance of 

witnesses. On the latter date the summons was struck out by the magis- 

trates, the wife having failed to attend. The wife informed the husband’s 

solicitors that Harry was the father of her child, and that she had never 

committed adultery with anyone else. On the other hand, Harry was 

to swear that he had never had intercourse with Mrs. Saunders. 

husband moved before Gorell Barnes, J., for leave to proceed with 

his suit without adding a co-respondent. Barnes, J., following a previous 

decision of his own (Jones v. Jones, 1896, P. 165, 44 W. R. Dig. 55), which 

had the wai of the President, refused leave. The petitioner appealed, 

and out that in the absence of evidence (other than the wife’s) 

agsinst Harry, he would be entitled to be dismissed from the suit with 
costs. 
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Tue Court (Livvitey and Ricsy, L.JJ., A. L. Surrn, L.J., dissenting) 
the 


i 


Lauvorey, L.J., in the course of his written judgment, said: By section 
27 of the Divorce Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85) every petition for dissolution of 
‘¢ shall state as distinctly as the nature of the case permits the 
facts on which the claim to have such marriage dissolved is founded’’ ; 
and by section 28, ‘‘ upon any such — presented by a husband the 
petitioner shall make the alleged adulterer a co- ndent on the said 
petition unless on special grounds, to be allowed by the court, he shall be 
excused from so doing.’’ By section 11 of 21 & 22 Vict. c. 108, a person 
named as co-respondent may be dismissed by the court from the suit if the 
court thinke there is not sufficient evidence against him. By the Divorce 
Bules of 1865 every petition must be verified by the petitioner’s — — 
the facts of which he has personal cognizance and deposing as to 
belief in the bulk of the other facts alleged in the petition (rule 2). 
adulterers must be made co-respondents unless the judge shall 
otherwise direct (rule 4), and applications for such direction must be 
by affidavits (rule 5). If the name of the alleged adulterer is 
to the petitioner when he’ presents his petition, the name must 
be supplied as soon as known, and the petition must be amended accord- 
ingly (rule 6). Now, looking at these Acts and rules, and 
them without from authorities, it appears to me that by 
*‘ alleged adulterer’’ in section 28 and rule 4 is meant alleged by the 
petitioner in his petition. If the petitioner does not allege any adulterer, 
28 and rule 4 do not apply to the case. But rule 6 shews that if 
petitioner knows the name of the alleged adulterer the petitioner must 
name in the petition, and then by section 28 and rule 4 the 
named must be made a co- t unless the judge on 
otherwise directs. This, however, raises the question what 
6 by the name of the alleged adulterer being unknown to 
knowledge by the petitioner of the 
the guilt of an adulterer cannot be e , 
— ee eee ae ee 
ion unless the petitioner has Ww) 
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name and not to guilt, and the expression “‘ alleged adulterer”’ in rule 6 
cannot refer to any person already named in the petition, for the rule only 
applies where the name of the alleged adulterer is known. It seems to 
me plain that, if a petitioning husband is in any way informed of the 
name of anyone ay to have committed adultery with his wife, he must 
make up his mind whetaer he will charge such person with adultery or 
not. If he decides that he will, he must in his petition allege adultery 
between his wife and such person and make him a co-respondent, unless 
the judge excuses the petitioner from so doing.. On the other hand, if 
the husband decides that he will not charge adultery between his wife and 
the person named to him as guilty of adultery with his wife, whether 
because the husband does not believe in the truth of the accusation, 
or because he is convinced that he cannot prove such person’s guilt, 
or for any other reason, there is a difficulty, for such a case is not 
very clearly provided for either by the statute or by the rules. The 
practice in such cases I understand to be to charge adultery 
with some person unknown and to apply to the court for leave to 
dispense with a co-respondent upon a special affidavit stating the in- 
fcrmation which the petititioner has as to the supposed adulterer, and 
stating the grounds on which the petitioner asks to be excused from 

him a co-respondent: see Pitt v. Pitt (L. R. 1 P. & D. 464, 
16 W. R. Dig. 8), Tollemache v. Tollemache (28 L. J. P. & M. 2, 7 
W. R. Dig. 2). This is what the petitioner has done in this case. The 
Act and the rules, and the practice of the court based upon them, make it 
quite plain that in such cases as these it is for the court, and not for the 
petitioner, to decide whether a person whoee name is known to the 
petitioner as a person accused of adultery with his wife on the occasion of 
the adultery charged against her shall or shall not be made a co-respond- 
ent. On all applications to be excused from making a person a co- 
respondent, whether such a person is charged with adultery in the 
petition or not, the judge’s duty is by no means confined to the considera- 
tion of the interests of the petitioner, the respondent, and the other persons 
implicated. The Act shews plainly enough that the judge’s duty is far 
wider than this. The provisions in the Divorce Act relating to the Queen’s 
Proctor shew that divorce is not re as a matter which concerns only 
husbands and wives and those guilty of adultery. Divorce is regarded as 
a matter of grave social importance, in which the public are y 
concerned ; and the judge, in considering what ought to be done in such 
cases as that now before us, is bound to tect this public interest, and 
to do what he can to prevent collusive divorces, and to check all other 
abuses of divorce proceedings which experience may shew are likely to occur. 
It appears to me wrong in principle for any court or judge to impose 
fetters on the exercise by themselves or others of powers which are left by 
law to their discretion in each case as it arises. In Jones v. Jones (ubi 
supra), which was a case very like the present, Barnes, J., reviewed all the 
previous cases to be found in the reports. It appears from the last para- 
graph of his judgment that he was not satisfied that the petitioner there 
could not obtain evidence of adultery by the person whose name he knew. 
This was an a sufficient reason for refusing leave to the peti- 
tioner to proceed without making that person a co-respondent. But 
Barnes, J., as I understand his judgment, laid down, and intended to lay 
down, with the consent of the President, a general rule which he thus 
expressed : ‘‘ Where the relicf sought against the respondent is on the 
ground of adultery alleged to have been committed with a man whose 
name and identity are known, and who is alive, the petitioner must make 
such person a co-respondent, and the court ought not to excuse him from so 
doing merely because he finds that he cannot obtain evidence which will prove 
his case as against such co-respondent.” If I understand this 
correctly, it means that, if a husband seeks a divorce from his wife on the 
ground of adultery, and he knows the name of a person who the petitioner 
is informed was her paramour, the petitioner must make that person a co- 
respondent, although the petitioner is convinced that he cannot obtain evi- 
dence to prove the man’s guilt, and although he adduces satisfactory evidence 
that he really cannot do so. No such ruiecan, in my opinion, be extracted 
from the statutes, nor from the rules promulgated under their authority, 
nor from previously decided cases. It is, in my opinion, rather opposed to 
than wer s the course adopted by Sir Cresswell Cresswell, Lord Pen- 
zance, and Lord Hannen. See Muspratt v. Muspratt (31 L. J. P. & M. 
28, 10 W. R. Dig. 15), Carryer v. Carryer (13 W. R. 507, 34 L. J. 
P. & M. 47), Jinkings v. Jinkings (L. R. 1 P. &. D. 330, 15 W. R. Dig. 
18), Bagot v. Bagot (62 L. T. Rep. 612, 38 W. R. Dig. 68). Some 
cases before Butt, J., appear to be in conflict with these. Instead of 
following any such rule as that laid down in Jones v. Jones (ubi supra), the 
court ought, in my opinion, to apply its mind to each particular case; 
and, being guided by the statute, the rules of court, and what experience 
shows to be to be avoided, the court should decide what in 
each case it is most just and ex nt to do. If Barnes, J., had con- 
sidered the evidence and had that he was not satisfled with it, I 
should have thuught it wrong to overrule his decision on such a point. 
He appears, however, simply to have decided the case on Jones v. Jones (ubi 
supra). I cannot think this was right ; and, as it is the duty of this court 
to make the order which ought to have been made in the first instance, I 
am of opinion that the appeal should be allowed, and that leave to pro- 
ceed without naming any co-respondent should be granted. 

* L. Surru, a +, said as The “ — 4 "in he £66 ant an 
my judgment, means the person whom the acc e is su 
posed fo have committed the adultery charged it does not mean only the 
person whom the petitioner may charge with the adultery in his petition 
as being the adulterer. The case of Pitt v. Pitt (wbi supra) shews that this 

isso. LIapprehend that one object, at any rate, which the Le; 
had in view when it enacted that ‘‘ the er shall make the all 
adulterer a co-respondent’’ was that court should have before ita 
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his expense by collusion between the husband and the wife, and who 
might be able to check statements made by the one or the other. That 
some husbands and wives do agree together to, if possible, obtain from 
the court a decree for divorce for of their own cannot be denied. 
If the petitioner has been informed of the name of the person with whom 
the accused wife is supposed to have committed the adultery charged, in 
my judgment he is bound to insert the name’df that person in his petition 
as co-respondent, ‘* unless on special grounds he shall be 228 the 
court from so doing.“ No dispensing power is given to a petitioner in 
the matter, and I understand that the practice of the Divorce Court is 
that, if it finds that a petitioner wae informed of the name of a person 
supposed to have committed the adultery charged with the wife, and has 
not made him co-respondent (no leave having been obtained to d 

with him), the court stays the petition, and orders the supposed adulterer 
to be joined as co-respondent. The statute and the rules are not to be 
evaded by a petitioner leaving out of his petition u his own motion the 
name of the person supposed to have been guilty of the adultery —— 
This person cannot be left out, unless on special grounds the court gives 
leave that he should be. The petitioner cannot proceed with his petition 
if he names no co-respondent, without the leave of the court. Pitt v. 
Pitt (ubi supra) and Tollemache v. Tollemache (ubi supra) decide this. [His 
lordship then said that the argument was that the decided cases 
shewed that the court was bound to allow a husband’s petition to 
proceed without a co-respondent where the alleged adultery was 
with a person unknown. His lordship having reviewed the cases 
upon the point decided between 1858 and 1890, continued:] In 
this remarkable want of unanimity of practice amongst the great 
judges who have presided over the Divorce Court since its formation, I 
can collect no such consensus of opinion as to establish any rule as what 
constitates ‘special grounds,’ within the meaning of section 28 of the 
Act of 1857, for dispensing with a co-respondent. Since 1890 what 
authorities there are shew that the mere fact that the petitioner has only 
the wife’s confession to rely upon as to her adultery does not afford special 
ground for dispensing with a co-respondent, if the petitioner has in fact 
information of the supposed adulterer’s name and p ofabode. This 
class of case is ever and again recurring. In the year 1896, in Jones v. 
Jones (ubi supra), Barnes, J., went through the cases, and, with the assent 
of the President (Sir Francis Jeune), laid down the rule, aa I read it, that 
the mere fact of a petitioner being unable to obtain evidence against a 
man who is alleged to have committed the adultery charged with his wife, 
although he has evidence that she has committed the adultery with him, 
is not of itself a sufficient special ground for exempting a petitioner from 
making that man a co-respondent. There must be something more. I 
agree with the rule. If it were held that the alleged want of evidence 
against the adulterer was sufficient, it would open the door wide to many 
a collusive suit, not only between the petitioner and the respondent, but 
also between them and the supposed adulterer, which certainly was not the 
intention of the Legislature, and against which the Court of Divorce is 
ever on its guard. This rule does not, as it seems to me, fetter the 
discretion of the court, which is given to it by the Legislature, when 
considering generally what are sufficient grounds for dispensing 
with a co-respondent ; it simply lays down that this one ground by itself 
is not sufficient. In the present case, for the reasons above, I think that 
Barnes, J., came to a right conclusion in refusing leave to the petitioner 
to proceed with his suit without making Harry a co-respondent ; and that 
the appeal should be dismissed. 

Ricny, L.J., read a judgment concurring with that of Lindley, L.J. 
Appeal allowed.—Counsgt, Priestley. Soxtcrrors, Crowders ¢ Vizard, for 
W. Howell, Lianelly. 

‘Reported by W. Suattcross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. |] 








High Court—Chancery Division. 
LACON & CO. v. LACEBY. North, J. 3rd April. 


Licence—Imptiep Covenant—Surrenper—Licensine Act, 1872 (85 & 36 
Vicr. c. 94), s. 50. 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs to restrain the defendant from 
surrendering the licence of a public-house known as the “ Five Alls,’’ 
Battersea Park-road, which he held under a lease for twenty-one years 
expiring in 1899. The lease contained a proviso for re-entry in case the 
house should cease to be used as a licensed house, but —— no cove; 

“ nant not to terminate the licence. The plaintiffs we ers at Yar- 
mouth, who had purchased the property for £10,000, but without the 
licence the value of the house would be £800. The defendant at the last 
brewster sessions applied for a licence for the use of the whole of No. 2 
Abercrombie-street as a public house (having some time y obtained 
a restricted licence to use the cellars of that house, which adjoined the 
** Five Alls’). The magistrates made the surrender of the 
a condition of granting such new licence. The plaintiffs now said that 
7 there wus an implied obligation upon the defendant to continue the 
licence, and further, that the landlord ought to have had notice of the 
application, which amounted to a removal of a licence from one of 
the district to another within the meaning of the Licensing Act, 1872, s. 
50. With reference to this, application hed been made for a writ of 
certiorari. 
Norrn, J., said that there was no ah upon the defendant to 
refrain from surrendering the licence. He some dou 
© “was @ removal of a licence within te Act, but thought it was not a case 
for the interference of the court. He, however, granted an injunction 


taking to do so at once.—Counsgi, “i Eady, Q.C., and Begg ; Vernon 


ge Q.C., and Chubb. Sorscrrors, Wellington Taylor; W. W. Young ¢ 
(Reported by G. B. Hauirow, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BIDDING, THOMPSON v. RIDDING. Stirling, J. 19th March and 
3rd April. 


Witt—Tenant ror Lirz anp Remarpermen—Leasenoips —LAABiiity ron 
AIRS. +3 

Summons. The question in this case was whether the testator’s widow, | — 
who was tenant for life under his will was entitled to the gross or net i 
income of certain leaseholds directed to be retained by the will. The , 
testator appointed his wife and another his executors and trustees, v | 
and after empowering them to carry on business, directed that certain | 
leasehold houses therein es and any other leasehold houses 
might acquire during his life should be retained by his trustees and the 
income thereof paid as thereinafter mentioned. He 
whole income of his residuary estate to his wife for life, 
over to his children. The present summons was 
trustees to have it determined inter alia whether the ground-rent of 
leaseholds and other outgoings were to be borne by the tenant for 
or whether she was entitled to have the gross income derived from 
leaseholds paid over to hez without any deductions. 

Srreitnc, J.—The first question is whether the gross income of 
leaseholds directed to be retained by the testator’s will is to be paid to 
his widow without deduction for ground-rents or repairs which had to be 
executed after the testator’s death or otherwise. 
language the testator has used in his will, I think that he intended 
that the net income only of the retained leaseholds should be paid to the 
widow, and she must therefore bear the proper 3 
the widow the case of Re ing, Jeune V. Baring (41 W. R. 87; 1898, 1 
Ch. 61) was relied on. ly on 1 
the particular will in question and partly on . 


Ch. D. 136). So far as Re Bari 
particular will, I do not propose to it, but as regards Re Courtier I 
must say I cannot put the same on the of 
of Appeal in that case which was put on it in Re Baring. 
certainly does not govern this case. The only question the 
Appeal were dealing with there was whether the tenant for life was bound 
to put the leaseholds in such a state of repair as to satisfy the covenants 
in the leases. I do not think therefore that that decision can 
on as an authority against the conclusion I have come to in the presen | 
case.—CounseL, P. F. Wheeler; Whinney; W. H. Cozens-Hardy. 
crrors, Sheffield, Son, § Powell, for all parties. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriativa, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


FINLAY ». DARLENG. Romer, J. 31st March. 


Serrtement—Covenant To Serree Arrer-acquirgpD Propsrty—Invest- 
MENTS OF INCOME AND AccUMULATIONS OF IncomE or sucH INVESTMENTS, 
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Special case. By an indenture of marriage settlement dated 20th of 
September, 1872, and made between J. F. of the first the defendan ⸗ 
O. D., who shortly afterwards became the wife J. D. (then O. F. 
juster), of the second part, J. D. of the third part, and trustees of 
the fourth part, property was settled or covenanted to be settled 
upon usual trusts for the wife, husband, and issue of the marriage, the 
first lifg_interest being to the or her separate use. And in the same 

fdenture was containe t for the sett the said defen- 
dant’s after-a nired property in the following “ And it is hereby 
oF oe id. D. in her shall seized, 

. F. or the . DD . 
of, or entitled to any real of personal. property of the wale £200 or 
upwards for any eetate or interest w! (except jewels, trinkets, 


ornaments, plate, pictures, prints, and books, and other articles of the 

like nature, as to w it is hereby declared that the same 

the said C. F. for her separate use) and in 

said J. D. and ©. F. and Ce ae ee 

as circumstances will admit, and to the of the settlement 

trustees or trustee for the time being, convey, —222 assure 
same 








tho sult veel. $e ney © oe a — —* 
vested in ent trustees or trustee trust, trusts being 
effect for sale and conversion of the a % 


exceptions of money. or annuities, or life interests of the said defendant. 
The plaintiffs were the present trustees of the settlement. 
now living ( D., her husband, and seven 









besides the defendant) J. 
children of the eaid marriage. The defendant 
in her own name income a Tt by fi 
accumulations of the income derived by her from ; ti 
sing sock den — — E -5 * 
sen vestmen' 
claimed that the same were subject to the trusts of the settlement, and 
their counsel relied on Re Bendy, Wallis y. Bendy (43 W. R. 345; 1895, 1 
Ch. 109) and Lewis v. Madocks (8 Ves. 150, 17 Ves. 48). 
was 
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That was his lordship’s view of the covenant and principle, which clearly 
pointed to the property not being bound. Lewis v. Mad»cks was a decision 
on a covenant of an entirely different character, to which different con- 
siderations applied. If Re Bendy, Wallis v. Bendy, was completeiy and 
correctly rted in the Law Reports, with deference to Kekewich, J., his 
lordship could not follow it, but he thought there must be other circum- 
stances besides those which appeared in the report.—Covunsr., H. Terrell ; 
J. Dizon. Sowicrrors, Pit:nan § Sons, for H. Russell, Lichfield ; Rowcliffes, 


Rawle, $ Co. 
[Reported by J. F. Warey, Barrister-at-Law.} 


PLANT v. BOURNE. Byrne, J. 29th, 30th and 31st March, 


Contract—Sare or Lanp—Srartvure or Fravps—Uncerramnsty—Parcets— 
Extrinsic Evipence. 


On the 12th of February, 1896, the plaintiff and defendant entered 
into and signed an agreement in writing whereby the plaintiff agreed to 
sell and the defendant ‘‘agreed to purchase at the price of £5,000, 24 
acres of land freehold, and the appurtenances thereto, at Totmonslow, in 
the parish of Dracott,in the county of Stafford, and all mines and 
minerals thereto appertaining ; possession to be had on the 25th of March 
next, the vendor guaranteeing possession accordingly.” Upon the 
defendant refusing to complete the plaintiff brought this action for specific 

of the agreement. The statement of claim alleged that he 
was the owner of a freehold piece of land in Totmonslow containing 
24a. Ir. —** which the defendant was well acquainted, and that the 
defendant had, before signing the agreement on the same day, gone by 
appointment over the land with the plaintiff and had carefully examined 
it. At the trial counsel proposed to give evidence of these statements. 
This was objected to by counsel for the defendant on the ground that the 
contract contained no such description or indication of the property as 
would satisfy the Statute of Frauds, and that extrinsic evidence could not 
be given to supply the want of description. 

Byanz, J.—The question I have to decide is whether the agreement isa 
sufficient mem: um within the Statute of Frauds. It is clear that it 
contains some of the elements required by the statute. Both the parties 
and the price are named. But more than that is required. There must 
be a description certain in words, or if not certain, capable of being ren- 
dered certain. apes been referred to many cases_where a memorandum 
has been held ent, but in all o ere is som - 
nects other " ords Of definition, words such 
as “‘ the,” “‘ my, “Ss , which shew the pai 

p * A : — U nere are 
on the face 6 é s elerring to some other document 
or. ts, or other matters, which enable the property referred to 
be Cé . In the presen not find any such 
words. Suppose the agreement had been simply that ‘the plaintiff 
agreed to sell, and the defendant to purchase, at the price of £5,000, 
twenty-four acres of land,” it could not have been said that evidence could 
have been received to shew what twenty-four acres were intended. And I 
do not think that that description is assisted by the addition of the words 
** freehold, and all appurtenances thereto, at Totmonslow.”’ There is still 
left out what I conceive is essential before you can admit parol evidence— 
mer words such as I have mentioned, which are a key by which, 

itis used, you can say with certainty what it was that was con- 
tracted to be sold. In both Shardlow v. Cotterili (26 Scuicrrors’ Journau 
109, 20 Ch. D. 90), and Bleakley v. Smith (11 Sim. 150), which is, perhaps, 
as near the present case as any, there are words of this kind upon the face 
of thedocuments. I think that the memorandum here just fails to satisfy 
the provisions of the statute, and that consequently I cannot allow the 
evidence which is tendered on behalf of the plaintiff to be given. 
Judgment for the defendant.—Counsgi, Eve, Q.C., and J. Rolt ; Astbury, 
Q.0., and A. J. Chitty. Soticrrons, Vicard § Monk Smith ; Pitman § Sons, 
for F. W. Baily, Newcastle, Staffs. 
[Reported by Nxvinux Tennurr, Barrister-at-Law. | 















High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


EDWARDS v. STEEL, YOUNG, & CO. Com. Court. 1st and 2nd April. 


Mencuant Surrrine Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 60), s. 186—Masrers 
anp Szamen—Leavinc Szeamen ApzoaD—MAatnTENANCE AND PassaGE 
Home. 

This action was tried in the Commercial Court, and was brought as a 
test action. The plaintiff wasa seaman, and the claim was for passage- 
money, maintenance, and es. The plaintiff resided at West Hartle- 
pool, and on the 3lst of July, 1896, he entered into a contract at that 
place with the defendants, shipowners, to serve as a seaman on board the 
28. Capenor belonging to them, at the rate of £4 per month and rations, 

as such seaman on board the raid vessel for a voyage to 
other foreign ports. The term of the engagement was for 
twelve montis if the voyage lasted sc long, and the plaintiff was to be 
discharged between Elbe and Brest or the United Kingdom at the 
master’s option. The vessel proceeded abroad to Madeira and other 
places, and then to Rotterdam, and from thence to Antwerp, where she 
arrived on the 25th of November, and on the following day the plaintiff 
was discharged and was paid his wages up to such date before her Majesty’s 

at that . The plaintiff alleged that when he was before the 
ore he received his money or signed anything, he requested 

West Hartlepool, that being the port from which he 

» and he also asked for maintenance from Antwerp to West 
This, however, the defendants denied. The master pro- 





vided the plaintiff with an order for a voyage without rations to the port 
of Grimsby. On the 28th of November the plaintiff sailed on board the 
ss. Ashton, and arrived at Grimsby on the 29th and at West Hartlepool on 
the 30th. During his voyage from Antwerp the plaintiff had to pay for 
his own maintenance. The plaintiff thereupon brought an action to 
recover maintenance and lodgings at Antwerp from the time of his dis- 
charge to his departure for Grimsby, also maintenance on the voyage from 
Antwerp to Grimsby, and tram fare from Grimsby to West Hartlepool. 
Section 134 (c) of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, provides that: “In 
the event of a seaman’s wages, or any part thereof, not being paid or 
settled as in this section mentioned, then, unless the delay is due to the 
Act or default of the seaman, or to any reasonable dispute as to liability 
or to any other cause, not being the wrongful act or default of the owner 
or master, the seaman’s wages shall continue to run and be payable until 
the time of the final settlement thereof.’’ Section 186 provides (inter 
alia) that (1) ‘‘ Where the service of any seaman or apprentice belonging 
to any British ship terminates at any port out of her ete dominions, 
the master shall give to that seaman or apprentice a certificate of discharge. 

.’’ (2) “The master shall also, besides paying the wages to which the 
seaman or apprentice is entitled, either: (a) Provide him with adequate em- 
ploymenton board some other British ship bound to the portin her Majesty’s 
dominions at which he was originally shipped, or to a port in the United 
Kingdom agreed to by the seaman; or (5) furnish the means of sending 
him back to some such port ; or (c) provide him with a passage home ; or 
(d) deposit with the consular officer . . . suchasum of money as is 
by the officer deemed sufficient to defray the expenses of his 
maintenance and passage home.’’ For the plaintiff it was contended that 
shipowners are bound to rend men back to the port from which they 
shipped at, and that they were also bound to provide them with sufficient 
money to maintain themselves on the voyage home to such port. ‘‘ Home”’ 
does not merely mean the United Kingdom. For the defendants it was 
contended that the Act did not intend that an owner should be compelled 
to send a seaman discharged out of her Majesty’s dominions back to the 
port whence he shipped, but simply provided for the repatriation of the 
seaman, and that the owner could send a seaman back to any port in the 
United Kingdom that he may select. 

Cots, J., in giving judgment for the defendants, said: If the plain- 
tiff had been discharged at Grimsby he would have had nothing to com- 
plain of. According to the master’s e tke plaintiff left the matter 
in the consul’s hands. The question he, the learned judge, had to decide 
was whether the defendants nad done all that section 186 requires. He 
thought that this case fell within sub-section 2 (@). The master had paid 
to the plaintiff all that the consul required him to pay, and he thought the 
master had done all thut was necessary to be done under that sub-section. 
In his opinion the to Grimsby was a passage ‘‘home.’”’ A 
‘* passage home ’’ did not necessarily mean a passage to the port at which 
the seaman was originally shipped. Grimsby was a port within the 
ambit of the port where the voyage began and was, he thought, ‘‘ home” 
within the meaning of the statute. The plaintiff was therefore not 
entitled to recover in this case. As to the question of maintenance he 
could not hold that the defendants were liable to pay any sum under sub- 
section 2 (d) as the consul had fixed a sum which he considered was 
sufficient to satisfy the defendants’ obligation. If he had not done so it 
might be otherwise. Judgment for defendants.—CovunseL, Robson, Q.C., 
and J. D. A. Johnson; J. Walton, Q.C., and Lewis Noad. Soxicrrors, 
Pattinson & Brewer ; W. A. Crump § Son. 

{Reported by E. G. Srizuwet, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. DODINGTON. Div. Court. 31st March. 


Revenve—Esrate Dury—Exemprion-—Prorerty Serruep sy A WILL oR 
Disposirion—Powsr oF APPpoinTMENT EXxERciseD BY WitL—F Nance 
Act, 1894, s. 21 (1). 

This was an information by the Attorney-General praying that it might 
be declared that estate duty became payable on the death of William 
Popham on the 28th of August, 1894, upon the principal value of the 
funds remaining subject to an indenture of settlement and which 
at his death. By the settlement, which was dated the 16th of October, 
1871, and which was made in contemplation of the marriage of William 
Popham with Mrs. Bailward, certain property was vested in trustees upon 
trust to pay the income to Mrs. Bailw: for life, and after her death to 
William Popham for life, and after the death of the survivor for such 

ons as Mrs. Bailward should appoint. The marriage of William 
opham and Mrs. Bailward took place, and by two deeds, made respec- 
tively in 1878 and 1880, Mrs. Popham appointed that two sums of £600 
and £300 should be raised and paid to herself. By ber will Mrs. Popham 
appointed that after her decease, subject to the life interest of Mr. 

Popham, the trustees should hold the trust fund upon trust for her 

children by her first marriage. Mrs. Popham died on the 10th of August, 

1883, and the executors of her will paid probate duty upon the value of 

the trust fund after deduc the value of Mr. Popham’s life interest. 

Mr. Popham died on the 28th of August, 1894, and estate duty was 

claimed upon the trust fund as within section 2, sub-section 1 (3), 

of the Finance Act, 1894. The defendant claimed to be exempted from 

the estate duty under section 21, sub-section 1, of the Act, which provides 
that ‘‘ Estate duty shall not be payable on the death of a deceased person 

in respect of personal property settled by a will or disposition made by a 

person dyirg before the commencement of this part of this Act, in respect 

of which property any duty mentioned in paragraphs 1 and 2 of the first 
schedule to the Act, or the Gvly papel on any representation or in- 
ventory under any Act in force before the Customs and Inland Revenue 

Act, 1881, has been paid or is payable.’’ The first schedule, paragraph 

(1) refers to probate duty under the Oustoms and Inland Revenue 
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1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 12), and paragraph (2) to “‘ account duty” 
imposed by section 38 of the above Act as amended by section 11 of the 
Act of 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 7). 

Tus Cover (Vavenan Writiams and Waicur, JJ.) held that estate duty 
was payable only upon that part of the trust fund on which probate duty 
had not been paid on the death of Mrs. Popham—viz., the value of the 
life interest of Mr. Popham. 

VaucHan VIIIIAMS, J., after referring to the terms of the indenture of 
settlement, said that it was contended for the Crown that estate duty was 
payable under section 1 of the Finance Act, 1894, upon the whole of the 
trust fund remaining at the death of Mr. Popham. The respondents, by 
their answer, claimed that they were exempted from such duty by section 
21, inasmuch as Mrs. Popham by her will had disposed of the trust fund 
in favour of certain beneficiaries; and on her death the value of the rever- 
sionary interest so disposed of had been included in the affidavit of value 
by her executors for the purpose of obtaining probate, under 44 & 45 Vict. 
c. 12, and probate duty had been paid on that sum. In arriving at that 
value the value of Mr. Popham’s life interest had been deducted. The 
question of the liability to pay the estate duty claimed by the Crown 
depended entirely on the construction of section 21 of the Act. The con- 
tention of the Crown was that no duty mentioned in paragraphs 1 and 2 
of schedule 1 had been paid in respect of property ‘‘ settled by a will or 
disposition made by a person dying’’ before the Act within the meaning 
of that section. It was common ground that it could not be said that 
duty had been paid in respect of personal property settled by will, but it 


was said on behalf of the respondents that duty had been paid on property | fro 


settled by a ‘‘ disposition,’ and also that the duty so paid was a duty 
mentioned in the schedule. That depended on what was the nature of the 
act of Mrs. Popham under which the disposition was made. It was said 
for the Crown that the disposition in question was independent 
of the settlement, it being a power of disposition left in her notwithstand- 
ing the settlement. On the other side it was said it must be treated as 
the exercise of a power of appointment under the settlement and wasa 
settlement by disposition within the meaning of section 21. On this part 
of the case his lordship agreed with the respondent’s contention. He 
thought the exercise of the power of appointment ought to be referred to 
the instrument creating the power. That was decided in Attorney-General 
v. Chapman (1891, 2 Q. B. 526) and in his.lordship’s opinion this case 
came within the very words of section 21. The scope of the Act was to 
substitute the estate duty for certain be ye — it was a by 
the Legislature that double duty should not respect o 
thus settled. That hardship would not have been prevented if the comten- 
tion of the Crown had prevailed. There remained the question whether 
any duty was payable in this case. When the probate duty was on 
the death of Mrs. Popham the value of the life interest of Mr. Popham 
was deducted. The respondents could not say as to that portion that any 
duty had been paid, and therefore the Crown was entitled to judgment 
in respect of the claim for estate duty in respect of the value of Mr. 
Popham’s life interest. 

RIGHT, J., concurred.—Counsx., The Attorney-General, the Solicitor- 
General, and Vaughan Hawkins ; Haldane, Q.C., and Danekwerts. Soutct- 
tors, Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; Flower, Nussey, § Fellowes. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosrxsox, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MONKWEARMOUTH FLOUR MILL CO. v. LIGHTFOOT. 3rd April. 


@ompany— LiquipaTion—Monrzys Cottecrep ror Company—Degst Dug 
FROM CoMPANY—SkT-OFP. 


Action tried at Leeds Assizes for £95 9s. 6d., balance of moneys received 
by the defendant on behalf of the company. The facts are sufficiently 
stated in the considered judgment of 

Bruce, J.—This was an action for money had and received. It was 
not in dispute that tbe defendant received the money or that it was money 
of the plaintiffs’ paid to the defendant by the debtors of the plaintiffs. 
But the defendant alleged that he was not liable to the plaintiffs on the 
ground that he never received the money to their use. The question 
arose in this way : The defendant was employed by the plaintiffs as their 
traveller on the terms that he should receive a certain and commis- 
sion and be responsible for a fixed proportion of the bad debts. On the 
9th of March, 1896, a resolution was proposed, after all due formalities 
had been observed, for the voluntary winding up of the plaintiff company. 
A Mr. Bagot was appointed by the liquidators to collect the outstanding 
debts due to the plaintiff company. The defendant was employed by 
Bagot to collect the debts for him, and the moneys in question were 
collected from the debtors of the plaintiffs by the defendant as the 
servant of Bagot. Mr. Lowenthal contended that as the defendant had 
received the money for his principal. Bagot, he was liable only to him. 
Without questioning the principle of Stephens v. Badcock (3 B. and Ad. 
354), Barlow v. Browne (16 M. & W. 126), and other cases, it seemed to his 
lordship that the defendant had rendered himself liable to the plaintiffs 
because he had, with the assent of Bagot, agreed to hold the money 
to the use of the plaintiffs and appropriated it as money held by 
him, not for Bagot, but for the plaintiffs. His lordship referred 
to a letter written by the defendant to the liquidator with 
Bagot’s assent, containing a statement of the sums collected and 
the commission claimed from the company as affording evidence that 
the defendant had made the collection on behalf of the plaintiffs. 
The statement therein that if the liquidator found the account incorrect 
he would rectify it shewed that the ‘defendant admitted holding the money 
to the use of thecompany subject to any set-off. On the authority of 
Lillyv. Hays (5 Ad. & Ell. 548) there was sufficient privity between the 


defendant and the plaintiffs to entitle the latter to maintain the action. 
The question remained whether the defendant was entitled to set-off his 


—Re Whitehouse (9 Oh. D. 

ut where there was a debt due to the company and a 
company it was difficult to see‘why the one debt should not be set-off 
against the other. The voluntary winding up did not per se prevent a 
creditor of a company from suing the com on 
fifth edition, p. 883), and if the defendant could have maintained an 
action against the company for his commission there seemed to be no 
good reason why he should not set-off the amount of the commission due 
Aah, 1085, din von capi to-n oheae wii te 

ct, , not ap) to a voluntary u 
inasmuch as it did not o — aotion 
company being volun wound up, 
set-off. The tenth section of the J 
difficult to construe, but there 
lished that it was not to be applied 
machinery of the win -u 
po Eo foie 
sistently a cases of up. 
considerable hesitation he bad come to the conclusion that 
was entitled to set-off his claim to commission against the 

m the company. The recent decision in Re Mid-Kent 
(1896, 1 Ch. 567) did not seem to him to militate against 
amount due to defendant in respect of commission 
and this left a balance of £21 3s. There would be j 
amount with costs on the h Court scale.—Counss., Tindal A 
Q.C., and Manisty; Lowenthal. Souscrrons, Iliffe, Henley, ¢ 
Barron $ Smith, Darlington ; Graham § Sheppard, Sunderland. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditz, Barrister-at-Law.) 


ROWELL & SONS (LIM.) v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE. 
2nd April. 
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Revenue—Sramep Dury— Denenrure RepesMasLe aT A Premium — 
— Sscurrry—Mortroace—Sramp Acr, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. 
c. 39). 


me ge from the Commissioners of Inland Revenue. The appellants 
iss 600 debentures of £100 each, under which they were bound to 
repay the £100, together with a premium of £7 10s. in the ae 1911, or at 
an earlier date upon notice, and interest in the meantime, In the event of 
the interest not being paid the holders were to be entitled to be paid the £100 
and the £7 10s. The Stamp Act, 1891, provides that in respect of a ‘‘ market- 
able security being a security not transferable by delivery,’’ there shall be 
paid ‘‘ the same ad valorem duty according to the nature of the security as 
upon a mortgage.”’ By section 86 of the Act ‘‘ mortgage means a security 
ey ————— payment of any definite and certain sum of 
money adv or lent at the time, or previously due and owing, or for- 
borne to be paid, being payable, or for the repayment of money to be 
thereafter advanced, lent, or paid, or which may become due upon an 
account current, together with any sum already advanced or due, or with- 
* =m anaes a and the duty on a mortgage, creed with dete) 
c. (except a marketable security otherwise specially charged . 
where the money secured exceeds £50 and does not exceed £100 is ea 
and where such money exceeds £100 and does not exceed £150 is 3s. 9d. 
The Commissioners held that the debenture was a marketable security not 
transferable by delivery to secure £107 10s., and assessed the duty accord- 
ingly at 3s. 9d. It was on the appeal that the sum secured 
was £100 only, and that the duty to have been assessed at 
Wroughton v. Turtle (11 M. & W. 561) and Barker v. Smark (7 M. 
590) were cited. : 
Tue Covrr (VavegHan Wiuttiams and Kennepy, JJ.) the 
appeal, holding that debentures did not stand on the same footing as 
mortgages for the pur of the ad valorem duty, and the definition in 
section 86 was not applicable, and that in this debenture the 8 made 
payable at a fixed future time were both the principal sum of £100 and 
the premium of £7 103., and if default was made the sum 
whole £107 10s. The debenture was therefore a security for that sum and 
not merely for the face value of £100, and must be stam y. 
—CounszL, Lawson Walton, Q. O, and Bankes ; Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and 
Danckwerts. Boracirons, Stokes § Stokes ; The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by T. R. C, Dua, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re GALLARD, Ez parte HARRIET GALLARD v. STRETTON’S EXECU - 
TORS. Vaughan Williams, J. 1st, 2nd, 15th, and 30th March. 
Banxrurrcy—Purcuase BY A Partner or A Memes or THR CoMMITTER 
or Inspgction or Part or THE Banxrupt’s Estare—Banxrurtcy Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), x. 316. 


This was a motion by Miss Harriet Gallard, a creditor in the bank- 
ruptcy, for a declaration that the sale by the trustee to J. H. Stretton of 
certain prety of the Benmenys ts OS See ee 
of rule 316: ‘‘ Neither the trustee nor any member of the 
of an estate shall, while acting as trustee 
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committee, except by leave of the either directly or by 
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Any such purchase made contrary to the provi- 
y be set aside by the court on the application of the 
Board of Trade or any creditor.’’ The bankruptcy in this case took place 
pt engaged in conjunction with Stretton, 
ghan, in speculating in land at Brighton. Vaughan 
became bankrupt in 1885, and his interest in the speculations passed to 
Stretton. As coon as Gallard became bankrupt one Harris communicated 
with Stretton and with Vaughan’s trustee, and it was arranged that 
Harris should be trustee in Gallard’s bankruptcy, that Mr. Hunt, of 
Ashurst, Morris, & , 2 son of Williams, and Mr. Hilliard, a partner 
be on the committee of i ion, and that Ashurst, 
Morris, & cae Ni — be the solicitors. Stretton being a creditor for 
to carry out this arrangement by means of his voting 
power. During the course of the bankruptcy Miss Gallard made a bid of 
£200 for a certain property ; Mr. Stretton bid £225 for part of the same 
. Mr. Hilliard, Stretton’s er, without informing Miss 
of this advance on her bid, induced the committee of inspection 
to accept Mr. Stretton’s offer. Miss Gallard now sought to set aside this 
transaction. The case was argued upon the Ist and 2nd of March. Upon 
the 15th of March leave was given to amend the motion by adding to 
x to rule 316 ’’ the words “‘ or, alternatively, to the practice before 
the date of that rule.” 
Vaveusaxn Wriuiums, J., delivered a considered judgment upon the 30th 
March, holding that the sale was not contrary to rule 316, because 
had purchased the eg of entirely on his own account, and 
Hilliard, his partner, having no interest therein, had not ‘‘ either directly 
or indirectly —— or his partner become — of any part of 


peenfraudulent, and granted Miss Gallard an inquiry as to the damage 
she had sustained thereby.—Covnset, E. Cooper Willis, Q.C., and neas 
Mackintosh ; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie. Sotscrrons, Buckwell ; 
Ashurst, Morris, § Crisp. 

(Reported by P. M. Faaxcxe, Barrister-at-Law.]| 


Me RABTZ, Ex parte CARLHIAN. Vaughan Williams and Wright, JJ. 
6th April. 


t 


Banxnvurrcy—Pracrice—Arrrats—Dare or Recervinc OrpER MADE ON 
APPRAL. 
This case was an appeal from the refusal of a receiving order by the 


registrar of the County Court at Swansea. The appeal having been allowed, 

Mr. Herbert Reed, Q.C., applied to the court to make the receiving order 

‘date when it ought to have been made—that is, the date of the 

6 re at Swansea. The learned counsel stated that 

the in such matters was not settled, orders sometimes being made 

as of the date of the hearing in the court below, sometimes as of the date 
of the hearing of the appeal. 

Their lordships, having consulted Mr: Registrar Hope, decided that the _ 
rec order should be as of the date of the hearing in the court 
















INSEL, ler * 
$ Davis ; Ivor Eoane, Swansea. 
[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re TUBB. Ez parte BEERMAN. Vaughan Williams and Wright, JJ. 
April 5th. 





Cavsz ’’—Dzstrruction or Banxropt’s Assets ny Banxruprcy—Banx- 
rnuprcy Act, 1283 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 7, suB-sxcTion 3. 


This was an appeal from a refusal by his Honour Judge Waddy, sitting 
in the County rt at Sheffield, to make a receiving order. The 
creditors’ debt was £66 15s. for goods sold and delivered. 
total debts known to exist at the date of the hearing amounted to 
about £120. The debtor’s only known assets were book debts to the 
amount of £20. He had offered a composition of 3s. 4d. in the pound to 
his creditors, which two out of the four known to exist had accepted. 
The county court judge refused to make a receiving order on the ground 
all the debtor’s asscts would probably be swallowed up by the costs 
bankruptcy. The petitioning creditors appealed. 
Court allowed the appeal,-holding that the reason given for the 
of the order was not *‘ sufficient cause” for dismissing a petition 
section 7, sub-section 3 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. There was 
no decided case to that effect, and if such were the law, a receiving order 
could never be made in cases where the assets of the debtor were of small 
.—Counset, R. W. Harper; Hansell. Sowicrrors, Mellor Lumb, for 
Wilmshurst § Jones, Huddersfield ; Steadman § Van Praagh, for Arthur 
Neal, Sheffield. 


Fivee 
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[Reported by P. M. Franoxz, Barrister-at-Law. |} 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
COBURN v. COLLEDGE. C. A. No. 1. 2nd April. 


Cavsz or Actton—Soricrror—Actrion ror Worx Donze—Bri1 or Costs 
micrrors Acr. 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 73), s. 37—Srarvrezs or Limi- 
vations, 21 Jac. 1 c. 16, s. 3; 4 & 5 Anne c. 16, 8. 19. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff in the action from the judgment of 
oo, J. The plaintitt, a solicitor, brought an action to recover a sum 


for work which he had done for the defendant in respect of an 

the latter had brought against one King. The work was com- 
in . 1889, on which date the defendant settled his action, and 
4th of June, 1889, he wrote to his solicitor, the appellant, asking 





rl 


for the delivery of his bill of costs. Before, however, that bill was sent in 
and whilst it was in the course of being prepared, the defendant left 
England for foreign climes. This was on the 7th of June. He remained 
away from England until 1896. A bill of costs, however, was duly 
delivered at his father’s address, where he was likely to be found, but this 
bill did not reach his hands until 1891. On the 12th of June, 1896, 
shortly after the defendant’s return, an action was cammenced by the 
solicitor for the recovery of his costs. The question then arose whether 
the action was maintainable and when the cause of action arose. By 21 
Jac. 1c. 16, 8. 3, all actions of debt shall be commenced within six years 
next after the cause of action. By 4 & 5 Anne c. 16, s. 19, if any person 
against whom there is any cause of action of debt be at the time of any 
such cause of action accrued beyond the seas, that then such person who 
is entitled to any such suit or action shall be at liberty to bring the action 
against —— after his return from beyond the seas, so as the action 
is brought the return within the six years. By section 37 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1843, it is provided that ‘‘no solicitor shall commence or 
maintain any action or suit for the recovery of auy fees, charges, or dis- 
bursements, or any business dove by such solicitor until the expiration of 
one month after such solicitor shall have delivered unto the party to be 
charged therewith or sent by pcst to or left for him at his office or dwel- 
ling-house a bill of such fees.’’ For the plaintiff it was contended that 
a cause cf action arose one month after the bill was delivered ; that he had 
duly sent his bill in accordance with the statute, but by that time the 
defendant was beyond the seas, and that therefore the Statute of Limita- 
tions did not run until the defendant came home again, and that he had 
only been home a short time prior to the action commenced. On 
behalf of the defendant it was contended that the Statute of Limitations 
runs from the concluding date on or before which the work is done, and 
that the cause of action means the work done, notwithstacding the fact 
that a formality is interposed which a solicitor must fulfil in order success- 
fully to maintain his action for the recovery of the fees. The question, 
therefore, was whether the cause of action was the doing of the work, or 
the doing of the work plus the delivery of the bill and plus the lapsing of 
one month from the delivery of that bill. Charles, J., held that the con- 
tention of the defendant was the t one, and that the cause of action 
here was the doing of the work, and that the Statute of Limitations does 
not run from the indefinite date at which the solicitor chooses to deliver 
his account, but from the completion of the work in respect of which 
action is brought. The learned judge, therefore, gave judgment for the 
defendant with costs. From this decision the plaintiff now appealed. 
Duging the couree of the arguments the following authorities were cited : 
Cooke v. Gili (21 W. R. 334, L. R. 8 CO. P. 107); Reed v. Brown (37 W. R. 
131, 22 Q. B. D. 128); Re Kensington Station Act (23 W. R. 463, L. R. 20 
Eq. 197) ; Re Crosley, Munns v. Burn (35 W. R. 790, 35 Ch. D. 266) ; and 
Reeves v. Butcher (39 W. R. 626; 1891, 2 Q. B. 509). 


Tue Covrr (Lord Esner, M.R., Lopes and Currry, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. * 


Lord Esuer, M.R.—This appeal must fail. The question we have to 
consider is when did the cause of action arise. If the cause of action arose 
when the work was done the appellant must fail, but if it arose one 
month after the delivery of the signed bill of cost he is entitled to 
succeed. This is the case of work done by a solicitor in the course of his 

rofession. He seeks to be paid for work he has done, and, unless there 
s something to prevent it, he is entitled to be paid for the work he has 
done, and therefore he would have a right to bring an action. Before the 
Solicitors Act, 1843, a solicitor was in the same position as any other 
person in that respect, and had a right to bring an action the moment the 
work was done. this Act taken away the existing right and altered 
the cause of action, or has it only the procedure of such action? 
That Act has not taken away the right of the solicitor to be paid. It 


assumes he has a right to his charges, but says that right cannot be ~ 


enforced by action unless and until certain preliminary steps have been 
taken. It does not affect his rights, and if he has money of a client 
which is not subject to any charge he may retain it in order to satisfy bis 
claim. That Act does not touch the cause of action, but only the remedy for 
enforcing it. Under the old system of pleading it was sufficient for him 
to allege the work done as the cause of action, and it would lie upon the 
defendant to set up the defence that a bill of costs had not been 
delivered one month before action. What I said in the case of Read ¥. 
Butcher was that a cause of action is *‘ every fact which it would be necessary 
for the plaintiff to prove, if traversed, in order to support his right to the 
judgment of the court.”’ I stand by what I said there. Tbat definition ~ 
of a cause of action was concurred in by the rest of the court, and the ~ 
definition by Lindley, L.J., in the case of Reeves v. Butcher, is consistent ~ 
with it does not in the lease differ from what I said. These 
definitions apply to this case, for the solicitor here could have brought ~ 
his action at once and have recovered for work unless the defendant could ~ 
defeat him Oy a the plea that he had not delivered his bill ~ 
of costs, or not delivered it one month before action. The judgment — 
of Charles, J., was therefore right, and the appeal must be dis 5 a 

Lorzs, L.J.—Before the Judicature Act the solicitor would have sued 
for work and labour done. If the defendant desired to raise any question 
he was compelled to plead specially. But that was no part of the ~ 
plaintiff's cass. The cause of action accrued at the time the work was ~ 
done. The Statutes of Limitations do not destroy that right, but only | 
affect the procedure of recovery. as 

Curry, L.J.—If this appeal were to succeed a solicitor might delay the 
delivery of his bill as long as he liked, which would be preposterous. The — 
whole basis of the Statutes of Limitation was to render such a 
———— The. argument that a solicitor need only deliver his 
within a reasonable time falls to the ground. Appeal dismissed.—Oovnst, 
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Atherley-Jones, Q.C., and Sturges; Jef, Q.C., and F. M. Abrahams.) 
Sortcrrors, H. 7. Coburn; Blair $ W. B. Girling. 
[Reported by E. G. Stituwet, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Manchester Assizes. 
JOHN GREENWOOD & SONS (LIM.) ». BRIGGS. Kennedy, J. 9th and 
20th March. 


Pracrice—R.8.C., Onper 27, Rutz 11—Morion ron Jupomanr ar AsstzEs 
—JURISDICTION. 


Motion of judgment in default of delivery of defence. The action was 
brought to obtain an — to restrain defendant from trespassing 
on the plaintiffs’ an alleged public right of way, and for damages 
for past acts of — Tho defendant ha en an to 
writ of summons, plaintiffs delivered statement of claim, by 
the which the place of trial was fixed at Manchester (Salford Division of 
Lancashir Xo a fence 


e). e vered, the tiffs served 
notice of motion for Pe ete od. »z il, set down the 


action at the Manchester Assizes. On judgment being moved for, Ken- | new 


nedy, J., doubted if he had jurisdiction to give judgment, but reserved 
his decision on the point for consideration. 


Kennzpy, J., on the 20th of March (at the Liverpool Assizes), oan the list 


that he had reluctantly come to the conclusion that he had no jurisdiction. 


As a judge of assize he could 68_only Baw no reason 
why ep eh not also have jurisdiction at assizes to give t on 


such a motion as the present. Moreover, a single judge in could 
not ¢ th applications under ord. 27, r. 11, wi must e 
Divisional mee and it therefore followed that they could be made in 
London only, and not at assizes. He * that — 
in the rule probably referred only to a judge of the Chancery Di . 
The application must. be refused.—Counset, Bdmund Sutton; M. VY. 
D'Arcy. Soxtcrrons, Oreeke § Son, Burnley ; J. 8. Scott, Blackburn. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
VICTORIA PENSION FUND. 


The following is an additional list of subscriptions up to the 8th April. 
£ 8. d, 


Amount previously acknowledged . 3,227 11 


Newton & Lewin, 33, Finsbury-circus, E.C. . 
E. H. Saunders, 63 and 64, New Broad-street, E.C. 
James & James, 23, Ely-place, E.O. " P ‘ 
R. Ford Smith, 26, Lincoln’s-inn-fields . 
W. Hopes Heelis, Hawkshead, Ambleside . — 
John W. Sykes, 7 and 8, Great Winchester-street, E.C. 
Harries, Wilkinson, & Raikes, 38, Nicholas-lane, E.C. . 
Hy. Morton Cotton, 4, Bream’s-buildings, W.C._ . 

bel , Sidgwick, & Biddle, 22, Aldermanbury, E.C. 

t Bevir, Devereux-chambers, Temple, B.C. . 

0. J. Parker, Monumeut-square-chambers, E.C. 
H. Baines, Oxford . * 
W. & H. J. Sheldrake, 10, Staple-inn, W.0. . —— 
Phillips, Cummings, & Mason, 14, Sherborne-lane, E.C. . 
Geo. A. Daniel, Frome, Somerset . P ‘ A “ 
Beachcroft, Thompson, & Co., 9 and 11, Theobald’s-road, W.C. 

‘a , 35, John-street, Bedford-row, W.C. ‘ ‘é 
8. C. Scott, 15, Queen-street, H.C. . : . . 
John Hands, 97, Gresham-street,E.C. . P ‘ 
Thos. Jackson, jun., 12, Fenchurch-avenue, E.O. 
B. H. Deakin, Monmouth . . ° ° ‘ " 
Aailey, teak Bons, 7, Fredericke-place, Ola Jows) EQen 
Y> ’ o's ericks- ? owry, 
. Appleton, Combs, Stowmarket . ° . ; 
. Cope, 3, Great George-street, Westmins ‘ , 

D , Creag Mhor, Aberfoyle, Perthshire . 
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. Hanhart, 20, Southampton-street, Bloomsbury . . 
—F ———— (Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co.), 1, Bedford-row, 
H. O. Soutter (Durnford & Co.), 38, Parliament-street, West- 
Kendall, Price, & Francis, 61, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.O. 
Harry Noyes, 1, The Sanctuary, Westminster,8.W. .  . 
B. F. Haw Mincing-iane, E.C. . 


Andrew Percival, Peterborough . ° ° . ‘ ; 
Desborough, Son, & Prichard, 18, Finsbury-payement, E.C. . 
T. F. Peacock, 12, meng EY Gray’s-inn, W.C. . % 
Peake, Bird, Collins, & P , 6, Bedford-row, W.0. . J 
H. E. Lawrence, 47, Essex-street, Strand, W.C. . 
G. H. Evans, Chester ‘ ‘ * x ’ : ji 
Maffey & Greenwood, 61, Gracechurch-street, B. O. — 
Pa Pritchards, & Barham, 12, New-court, Oarey- 
& Parker, Rec’ House, Cornhill, E.C. . 
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Parker, Garrett, 
‘Nisbet, Daw, & Nisbet, 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.0. . 
Janson, Cobb, Pearson, & Co., 41, Finsbury-circus, E. O. 
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L.A. Benham, 95, College-bil, E.G. AD 22 0 
Frederick F. ney, 89, -lane, W.0 : 3 . ae 
WF. Fisdgnte, Conig*eoourt, Ouecingiaroes — 10 ° 
Haworth & Broughton, Blackburn. . . =. « 22 0 
£3,808 16 0 


















THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY FOR CARDIFF 
AND TRICT 


The following are extracts from the address delivered by the President, 
Mr. Walter Genk. at the eumeah esatene> Geabel Uaeeae ar the * 
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to any mage + Bh Bt a —— or 
trators) the 8 “e to the High * ni 
power a or to 
as ‘may be spooily authorised, for the Mera 
judicial trustee to act either alone or jointly with a trustee or 
— —— 839 The judicial trustee may be either a 
private person appointed on the nomination of the applicant or, an 
official of the Court. He may receive remuneration out of the estate, 
and is to have his accounts audited by the prescribed persons (who 
these are to be has not yet aj ), and be sh eden gts B 
unless he is a Court official. entire wor of the Act 
apparently to be supplied by rules made by the with the 
concurrence so far as solicitors’ remuneration is concerned, of the rule 
. pate scuttomanis bows der tale Gfetien of Meakieoen ig Yoo 
Ps; 4 
is now-a-days so frequently adoptei by is to the 
embodiment of all necessary in the Act a, 
lation by rule, being outside contentious atmosphere of of 
Commons, is more expeditious, but the old-fashioned way certainly 
Sani 6 mace compass Set a ae A clause of Gees 
enero eile tole poems Se Goes wa 
er 
trustee from liabili ‘preach my 
cases where, before the 
would have 
Of ‘the 
with I do not 
Bill, Evidence 
others, have béen 
new can 
intended to 
rule established 
decided that a d 
by another, 
The 
in such & case 
one solicitor by 
-be considered 
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-mlicitors, but the other part of the Bill allowing a solicitor, acting as 
ct 


clerk to another, to conduct his principal’s cases is absolutely necessary, 
ee eee Sane ⏑ Serene caused by the Oxford case. 
that the Bill will be introduced in the coming Session, and 

that 2* of it, if not the whole, r become law. 
to know that nearly all members of our profession in 
in Cardiff are members of this society, and I am sure that 
the existence of the society has been and will continue to be of the very 

greatest benefit to us. : 

I ehould like to take this opportunity of commending to the notice 
are not already members of the chief society, the “ Incor- 
Law Society of the United Kingdom,” the desirability of joining 
is by combination in this manner that solicitors can best advance 
the interests of their own profession and aleo secure for their 
views on legal matters and legislation affecting the public welfare, 
proper tation and full consideration. It is sometimes said 
that the don society does not do as much for solicitors, or at all 
events for country solicitors, as it could and ought. It would be difficult 
to find any society or individual of whom it could be said that it or he had 
done all that co’ and ought to be done, but Iam satisfied that the 
London has at all events done a great deal of good in many ways 
for our profession, and deserves much greater support than it at present 
receives from country solicitors. I had the pleasure and advantage of 
attending the annual provincial meeting of the society held in Birmingham 
in October last, and I can assure those who have not attended any of these 
that a great deal of usefal work is done thereat, and very con- 
siderable benefit may be gained by hearing the discussions on the various 
subjects brought before the meeting and in exchanging views with the 
members attending. I should much like to see our own society in a position 
to invite the London society to hold one of these annual gatherings at 


_ Cardiff, and I trust it may soon be found possible to do this. The result 


would be substantially beneficial to our town and to our profession in it, 
Another subject of professional interest which I should like to touch 
upon is that of the distinction drawn between party and party and solicitor 
and client costs. I am aware that this subject has been discussed over 
and over again, and I only trouble you with a passing reference to it, 
because I consider that it should be kept in view and pressed, when oppor- 
tunity a se the notice of those in authority. The distinction is 
both unfair unreasonable. An aggrieved suitor brings an action and 
obtains his remedy. To ensure this result much work is done by the 
8 solicitor, and that it is properly and necessarily done is shown 
the charges for it being allowed on a taxation of the costs as between 
and his own client ; and yet, when the costs of the action are taxed 
against the unsuccessful party, a substantial portion of the charges is dis- 
allowed as not being party and party costs, and the winner in the action 
has to pay the expense of work which could not, with safety, have been left 
undone, I firmly believe that the necessity thus unfairly thrown upon 
solicitors of g to their cliente with'a bill of extra costs is one of the 
causes for aversion now shown by the public for litigation. They 
abandon their just righte because they will have to pay a substantial 
—_ of the cost of enforcing them, and then the poor solicitor has to 
the blame. The public cannot understand, and neither can I, why 
the wrongdoer should not bear the whole of the reasonable cost of setting 
reat importance to our 

gs should be altered. 


clients as as to ourselves that this state of 





WAKEFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
The Annual General Meeting of Members was held at the Law Library on 


Thursday, February 18th. Present :—Mr. Plews (President) in the Chair, 


Ianson, Charlesworth, Askren, Woodhead, Haworth, Wood, W. H. 
Burton, Townend, and Briggs. 

The notice convening the meeting was taken as read. Mr. Briggs read 
the Report of the Committee. The Treasurer’s Accounts were presented. 
by Mr. Woodhead, seconded by Mr. Wood, and resolved :— 

of the Committee and the Treasurer’s Accounts be 
t the same and the President’s Address be printed and 
circulated amongst the Members.” 

Proposed by the Chairman, seconded by Mr. Ianson, and resolved :— 
“That for the current year the Treasurer do pay out of the Funds of this 
— to the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom the 

ption of each Member of this Society, so as to qualify him as a 
ber of the Incorporated Law Society.” 

— the irman, seconded by Mr. Townend, and resolved :— 
⸗ Mr. Ianson be elected President for the current year.’’ 

Proposed by Mr. Briggs, seconded by Mr. Charlesworth, and resolved :— 
‘That Messrs. P. P. Maitland and Trevor %. Edwards be elected Vice- 
Presidents for the current year.” 


—— by Mr. Haworth, seconded by Mr. W. H. Burton, and re- 
solved :— That Mr. Arthur D. Smith be elected Honorary Treasurer for the 
current year.” 


Pin arm by the Chairman, seconded by Mr. Askren, and resolved :— 
” Messrs. W. Townend and Basil S. Briggs be re-elected Joint 
Honorary Secretaries for the current year."’ 

Ra eg by Mr. Woodhead, seconded by Mr. Ianson, and resolved :— 
— Mr. J. Charlesworth be re-elected Honorary Librarian for the 
current year.”’ 

Proposed by Mr. Townend, seconded by Mr. Ianson, and resolved :— 
“That Messrs. T. H. Wordsworth and C. J. Haworth be elected Auditors 
for the current year.” 

The following Members of the Committee were then elected, on the motion 
of the Chairman, seconded by Mr. Ianson, viz. :—Messrs. Plews, Chalker, 


a‘ 


° 


_Bcott, Horne, Greenwood, Rowlands, and Bentley. 


The business of the meeting was concluded by a vote of thanks to the 
Chairman. 





The following are extracted from the Report of the Committee :— 

Members.—The number of Members at the beginning of the year was 
fifty-six. The Roll at the end of the year numbered fifty-seven, as 
follows :—Wakefield, 43; Pontefract, 7; Kmnottingley, 1; Castleford, 4; 
Ossett, 1; Horbury, 1. Number of Members, 57. 

Land Transfer.—No Bill was introduced last Session, but a Bill for the 
registration of land was mentioned in the Queen’s Speech for the next 
Session of Parliament, The most important event in connection with this 
subject in 1896 was the publication of an exhaustive report by Mr. Fortescue 
Brickdale, the Assistant Registrar of the Land Registry, on the system of 
registration of title now in operation in Germany and Austria-Hungary. 
The Report shows the system of land transfer by registration of title in force 
in the countries named. A copy of the Report has been placed in the library 
and is well worth the consideration of all the Members of this Society. On 

» the face of it the report would seem to present a case in favour of introduc- 
ing a similar system of registration in England, but it must be borne in 
mind that there are always two sides to a question, and it will not do to 
— the report as an unbiased statements of facts, considering that Mr. 
Brickdale is an official of the English Land Registry Office, and that he 
went out to Germany and Austria-Hungary on behalf of the Land Registry 
to collect evidence in support of the efforts of the Officials to introduce a 
compulsory system of registration of title ir England. In support of a view 
that the report is a very decidedly ezparte one, it may be mentioned that 
Mr. S. J. Chadwick, Solicitor, of Dewsbury, had occasion in 1887 to conduct 
some business in Austria. He states as his experience that business which 
would have taken two or three days to complete in England took two months 
to complete in Vienna, and that the registry fees alone amounted to nearly 
as much as the whole cost of the transaction would have done in England. 
Your Committee think that something ought to be done to contradict Mr. 
Brickdale’s statements, and are in communication with the Incorporated Law 
Society (U.K ) on the matter. 


THE SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The following circular has been issued, signed by the chairman of 
directors and the secretary :— 

** We have the pleasure to inform you that Sir John B. Monckton (Town 
Clerk of London) has consented to preside at the thirty-seventh anniver- 
sary festival of this association, to be held at the Hotel Cecil, London, on 
Monday, the 24th of May, at seven o’clock, and shall be glad if you can 
accept this invitation to have your name included in the list of stewards. 
The purchase of a dinner —*— ice 258., is the only responsibility 
attaching to the office of steward. The board earnestly trust that 
solicitors throughout: the country will give their generous support to the 
chairman in his efforts to increase the resources of this most excellent 
association, always bearing in mind the numerous cases of distress 
relieved by the society, and the urgent need there is for help from those 
who are able to give it. Since the establishment of the society in 1858, a 
sum of £76;000 has been distributed among poor and necessitous solicitors 
or their families: In 1887 her Majesty’s Jubilee was celebrated by creating 
a “* Victoria Jubilee Annuity ’’ from the result of the festival collection, 
and it was intended to celebrate the sixtieth year of the Queen’s reign in 
a similar manner. An a; has, however, already been made by the 
Incorporated Law Society with the same object, it is satisfactory to 
announce that the Council have arranged that the Pension Fund thus 
created shall be placed in the hands of this association for administra- 
= 2 is boned that this fund will receive the liberal support of the 
profession.” 


UNITED. LAW SOCIETY. 


Monday, 5th inst.—Mr. O. W. Williams in the chair.—Mr. W. J. Boy- 
cott opened a debate on the motion ‘‘ That the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Andrews v. Gas Meter Co. (Limited) (1897, 1 Ch. 361) was 
wrong.’’ In the absence of Mr. A. C. F. Boulton, Mr. A. H. Richardson 
oppoeed on his behalf. Messrs, N. Tebbutt, S. E. Hubbard, and W. F. 
Symonds also s on the motion, and Mr. Boycott replied. The motion 
was eventually lost by one vote. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
The Board of Trade in virtue of the powers conferred upon them by the 


the offices of Official Provisional and Official Assignee of the 


they have appoin 
Receivers in ptcy 
remaining duties of the offices of Official Assignee, Provisional and Official © 


the Insolvent Debtors’ Court. 
The Board of Trade have further ordered that the said Mr. Edwin 


Leadam Hough shall, instead of the said Mr. Peter Paget, be the Official 





Receiver appointed for the district of the High Court to perform the duties — 


Assignee of the Estates and Effects of Insolvent Debtors, and Receiver of 


153rd and 154th sections of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and with the con- — 
currence of the Treasury, have as from the date of this Notice abolished — 


Estates and Effects of Insolvent Debtors, and Receiver of the Insolvent — 
Debtors’ Court, hitherto held by Mr. Peter Paget, aud the office of 
Messenger in er are ge hitherto held by Mr. John Charles Austin; and — 
Mr. Edwin Leadam Hough, one of the Official — 

attached to the High Court, to perform the 
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of Trustee in the cases named in sections 160. and 161 of the Bankruptcy 


Act, 1883, and, where a special Order to that effect is made, to perform 
the duties of Trustee under section 159 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1833. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENT. 

Mr. G. R. Asxwrrn, barrister, has been appointed High Steward of the 
Manor of the Savoy, in the rsom of his Honour Judge Bristowe, 
deceased. 

Mr. Isaac Braptey, solicitor (of the firm of mony A Cuthbertson), 
has been elected Coroner for the City of Birmingham, in the place of the 
late Mr. Oliver Pemberton. 

Mr. H. Bertram O. Pemperron, solicitor, of Birmingham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pemberton was admitted in 
1890. 

Mr. Henry Witmor Wickuam Arcutey, solicitor (of the firm of 
Atchleys), of Bristol, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Atchley was admitted in January, 1889. 

Mr. G. R. H. Sratorr, solicitor (of the firm of Stringer & Stringer), of 
83, High-road, Kilburn, has been appointed a Comuissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Stringer was admitted in March, 1891. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLurTions. 
Josern CreawsHaw and Hersert Freeman ‘Cuatwin (Joseph Crawshaw 
& Chatwin), solicitors, 7, Bow-street, London. April 2. 
BensamMin Frank Linnetrt and Linpsay Epwarp Gsrorcre Bryan 
(Linnett, Bryan, & Oo.), solicitors, 1, Quality-court, Chancery-lane, 
London. March 31. [ Gazette, April 6. 





GENERAL. 


The Attorney-General will preside at the annual general meeting of the 
Bar, which will take place on Tuesday, May 4, in the Old Dining-hall, 
Lincoln’s-inn, at 4.15. 

In the House of Commons on Monday last Mr. Bartley asked the First 
Lord of the Treasury whether he could now say when the proposed inquiry 
into the procedure on election petitions would take place. Mr. Balfour 
said : In answer to my hon. friend I have to say that I think there should 
be a Select Committee appointed to consider the questions to which he 
refers. But the terms of reference cannot be wo as my hon. friend 
seems to suggest. They ought, I think, to be strictly confined to the 
method of inquiry. Mr. Bartley: Is the committee likely to be appointed 
this Session? Mr. Balfour: Yes, sir; I think the sooner the better. 


On the 2nd inst. upon the hearing of motions for the attachment of 
eleven persons for offences under the Revenue Acts, made by Mr. Danck- 
werts, Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, says the Zimes, said: The names 
of these persons whom it is desired to attach have been read out, and the 
officer of the court assures me that he has examined the papers and that 
they are in order. I am told that it is the practice of the court upon that 
being done to make the orders without further inquiry. That goes counter 
to my preconceived notions. Ido not like doing so without seeing the 

pers. However, having made this protest, in obedience to the practice 

make the orders asked for. Mr. Danckwerts: I always see that the 
papers are in order. Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams: Iam glad to hear 
that, but it is not so satisfactory as if you were sitting here. 

It is understood, says the Times, that the Public Accounts Committee 
will, at their next meeting, consider the desirability of presenting a special 
report to the House of Commons concerning the action of the Treasury 
in exempting from estate duty certain foreign bonds held by the Bank of 
England for the Emperor of Russia at the time of that monarch’s death. 
It appears that in April, 1895, the Russian Embassy ha raised the 
eee whether any duties were payable before the eaid ds could 

handed over to Alexander III.’s representative, the authorities ut 
Somerset House held that if letters of administration were taken out, the 
affidavit leading to the grant of administration would have to be oo 

with estate duty payable in respect of the bonds, inasmuch as, 
securities transferable in this country and deposited here, they were 
locally situate within the jurisdiction of the High Court of England. The 
Treasury duly communicated this view to the Foreign Office. There- 
upon the Russian Ambassador made representations, first, to Sir Edward 
Hamilton, the Assistant-Secretary to the Treasury, and afterwards to Sir 
William Harcourt, then the Chancellor of the. Exchequer, on the ground 
the exaction of duty in respect of property belon to a fi Sove- 
reign was hardly consistent with the rules go g comity, 
under which, for instance, special privileges connected with Oustome duties 
for fully two hundred years had been accorded to the representatives of 
foreign Powers in this country. Sir William Harcourt anmitted the force 
of the Russian Ambassador's contention, but it was not clear at the time 
how the difficulty could be surmounted. It transpired, however, that the 
Bank of Eng was prepared to hand over the bonds to the representa- 
tive of the late Tsar without requiring a grant of administration to be pre- 
sented provided that the Treasury would take no exception to the course. 
Accordingly, it was intimated to the Bank in writing that, so far as the 
Treasury were concerned, the Bank was authorized to hand over to the 
present Emperor the property belonging to his late Majesty. Oonse- 
—e— of the bonds, and the contention of 


quently no duty was paid 


the Treasury is that, though the tof the duty thus avoided, 
no illegality was actually committed, and that the —B——— 
connected as they were with the comity of nations, were sufficient justifi- 


cation fur the tine of action adopted. 








WaAkrnIno TO —— eg ——— anv Læssuus. -Before i 
chasing or renting a house, have Sani Arrangements thorough 

Examined, Tested, and —* 
Bros, 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. 
particulars. 


‘Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Fee quoted on receipt of full 
(Established 21 years.)—[Apvr. ] 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Reoistnans 1x ATTENDANCE ON 








Arraau Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. Srieive 
Mr. Mr. Farmer Mr. Ward 
—— 
Carrington Ward 
Jackson King Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn. Brase. 
Monday, April 12 Mr. Beal Mr, Pugh Mr, Rolt © 
Spa 1 Leach Lavie 
Wednesday 0.0.0.0... 14 Beal Pugh Rolt 
RENO 15 Leach Lavie 


The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 16th day of April, 1897, and ter- 
minate on Tuesday, the 20th day of April, 1897, both days inclusive. 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Ava hom. H. E, Foster & Cranriexp, at the Mart at 2 p.m. 
To one-fourth of a Trust Fund, value £5,141 ; lad 57, provided lady aged 28 
survive. — 
Powe 6 ee) Se 
To one-eighth of £1,000; life aged 77. Solicitors, Messrs. Mear & Fowler, 


London. 
To th of £1,750; lady aged 66 and gentleman aged 71; also to one- 
loath of tate te Oona, — 


To one-fourteenth of £5,000; ladies aged 60, 55, and 49, Fp reversioner 
aged 31 survives; also a similar reversion provided a life aged 31 survive. 
, Mear & Fowler, London. 
. To four-sevenths of a Trust Fund of £1,000. 


*—— a Trust Fund of £2 
, GL. —— A 
To one-third of £7.600 L. & N. R. Stock; aged 67 and lady 69. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Pearce-Jones & Cn. . 
To one-twen of a Trust Fund, value £8,442. Solicitors, Messrs. Pearce~ 
Jones & Co., London. 


a of £8, 
aged 48. ee Af. & 8. Brandon, 
T tenth of a Fund, value £2,500; lady aged 69. Solicitors, Messrs. 
wo pads & On. La gentleman aged 63. sacs te ee Chaplin, 

oO! 3 
Peckh London. * 


«& am, 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE 


For £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £600, £500, £300, in the Leading Offices. 
Bolicitors, G. L. and G. A. King, of London, and Messrs. Lambe & 
Stephens, Hereford. 

SHARES AND DEBENTURES : 


I ious companies, Solicitors, R. E. Cam; > « Lond advertise- 
" ‘ments this week, back page). — — 


Mr. Joszpn Srowen has commenced practice asan Auctioneer, Valuer, and Consulting 
Surveyor, at No. 43, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 2. 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep mm Caanczry. 
Caster, & Brown, Liu ‘Petn for » presented March 31, directed to be 
‘heard on April 14, Mannings [ouse, Old solor 
Notice of i 
——— & Oe Se Petn for winding up, presected March 9, directed to be 
8, AGATE, , Lauirep— up . 

heard on Wednesday, A 14. Saxelby, 7 Ironmonger lane, 
panes yA - {Lyte H. ~ Ue Ry 
noon 
Cocks, Acate, & Co, Liwrrzp—Petn for up, March 30, directed to be 
heard on Wednesday, A 14. & Cannon * 
Sastre Woes Sots, Ecce aren yer ee 
Boon 
Hareristp Grove axp Sprincwet. ba ar ie eg Rr rg Se Ban 
Famag Sey hp my FE 14 Se S a 
sunt soneh the shovo-neaeel unt — 
Krisvry Town Haut Co, Lanrzp (1x Liquipatios)—All persons 
to send to Church & Oo; 9, Bolifors row, on or belose — 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Sore: Garntes — Assocration, 68, Fowler st, South Shields, 
London Gazette,—Turspvay, April 6. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 





Lacrep m Onanozsy. 
Ano.o-Frexce Gotp Fieips or AvstaaLasia, Lamrrep—Petn for winding up, presented 
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the petner Notes —* ae stan ta Oe ‘ovum oo ter than 
6 o'elook in th afteracon of 13 ae 
Consors, Tantra Pete for winding up, presen’ 
before — Williams, J., on April 14. Robinson —* 19, —— 


solors for Notice ust reach the above- not later than 
o'clock in re, Notion of pe — — 


Buurror erx Sux Diamoxp Mixer, = an order made by Vaughan Williams, J., 
dated March 24, it was ordered ry the voluntary winding up of the mine be continued. 
—— Co, 9, Gracechurch 

xp CoxsotiDaTep, — * for winding up, presented April 2, directed 

to be heard on April 14 Mackrell & hes oN 1, Walbrook, solors for petner Notice of 

must reach the a’ not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


13 
Cocks, —— & Co, Lurrxp Peta for winding up, 78 March 380, directed to be 
heard on Wednesday, April 14 Hyland & Atkins, Cannon st, solors for petner 
Notice of = must reach the above-named not inter than 6 — in the after- 


Corowa Mivzs Issvive Syxvicats, Limrrep (1x Liquipatiox)—Credit 
on or before May 14, to send in their names and addresses, a ah pactedlene of in: 
debts or claims, to (Bown, Hextall, 10, Ironmonger lene Sugden & Harford, 


Jane, solors for the —— 
— i Luwirrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 3, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Couse, 225, h 
st, West Bromwich 
Nourzyxor a Mixes, Lonrep—By an order made by Vaughan Williams, J., dated 
— 17, it was ordered that Ge — ing up be continued. Wyatt & Co, 
5and (Rey OA] solors tx callie 
Wout Tracix & Co, Luurep—Petn for resented April 1, directed to be 
heard on Wednesday, April 4* Busk & Mellor a >: Pinooln’ ‘s inn och tae we 
lor for otice of appearing must reach Messrs Bus! 
& Mellor not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of —— April 12 
Yorxsuine Investmext axp Amenican Mortoacr Co, Linrrep—Peta for * up, 
ew 2, directed to be heard before Vaughan Williams, J., on A 14. 
Co, 15, Bloomsbury sq. agents for Stamford & Metcalfe, Bradf , solors 
sey opened company. Notice of a; must reach Messrs Woodcock & Co not later 
than © Coen thes afternoon of April 13 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Baivoexp Farexpiy Society, 7, Castle st, Bridgend, Cardigan, Pembroke. March 24 


CastLe ome Beserit Buntat Society, Black Horse Inn, Castle Rising, Lynn, Norfolk. 





Coventry aub Warwicxsaine Farenp 1x Nexp Socrery, Friends’ Meeting House, Vicar 


Coventry. March 24 


Deke or iy 4 Lovor, Pa.axtruroric Ixstirvtiox, White Horse Inn, Hambrook, 


Farraru. Society, Red Cow Inn, Hall st, Lianelly, Carmarthen. Marc 
Warcamay ecg —— 8 Fatexpuy Society, Black Dog Inn, J— Man- 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette, Tcespay, March 23. 

Battarp, Eowanv, High Barnet, Herts May3 Price & Sons, Walbrook 
Basnaut, Evizanetu, Hyde Park ct, Albert gate April 13 Finch & Johnson, Preston 
Brooxs, Epwix, Oxford April 24 Galpin, Oxford 
Brown, Tsomas, Tranmere, Chester, Shipbuilder April 20 Newman & Kent, Liverpool 
Co.sy, Janz, Cowes,I W Aprili7 Pittis, Newport 
Epuvwpsox, Auice, Blackburn April 20 Ainsworth & Co, Blackburn 
Epwanrps, James, Hough, nr Nantwich April 20 Whittingham, Nantwich 
Exp, Epwanrp, Seighford, Stafford April25 Hand & Co, Stafford 
Ex.1s0x, Jonx, St Helen’s, Lancs April 22 Thomas, St Helen’s 
Fisn, Cuantzs, South Kensington May6 Stileman & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Gate, Aureep, Battersea April 23 Smee, York bldgs, Adelphi 
Gmmeox, Erzanon Hanniorr, Torquay June 1 Pontifex & Co, St Andrews st, Holborn 


a Kingsdown, Bristol April 30 Wansey & Son, Bristol 

Guaés, Tuomas, Kingsdown, Bristol April 30 Wansey & Son, Bristol 

Wate, Tuomas, Battersea rise May 10 Willcocks, New inn 

Hist, Axx, Huddersfield April17 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 

Hosson, Isane.ia, Tustin st, Old Kentrd April 23 Malkin & Co, Martin's lane 
Howat, Ocravio, Blackheath April 22 Licyd-Jones, Walbrook 

Hurcuamsox, Marrea, Chester April 14 Moore & Son, Birkenhead 

Jones, Exizapetn, Cwmdauddwr, Radnor April 24 Morgan & Harries, Lianidloes 
Kippie, Haxnan Manta, Southport April 20 Stephenson, Liverpool 

Kina, Ricnarp, Oxford April 24 Galpin, Oxford 

Laanoyp, Exizassru, Wood Green May3 Martineau & Reid, Raymond bidgs 

Lewin, Witt1am Epwarp, Boston, Lincoln May1 Millington & Simpson, Boston 
McDowett, Jaues, Long Melford, Suffolk May 31 Fisher & Steed, Long Melford 
Mugs, Cuances, Brighton April 23 Waddy & Co, Finsbury pymnt 

Miwanp. The Rev Henry Cuances, Lyonshall Vicarage, Hereford May 1 Milward, 
Mowx, Exiza, Hulme, Manchester April 30 Scholfield, Manchester 

Panxinson, Groncz, Jersey April 23 Bulcraig, Norfolk st, Strand 

Punasrs, Avaustus, Stoke Bishop, Gloucester, Merchant April30 Abbot & Co, Bristo 
Pracs, Euua, Folkestone April 30 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone 

Rags, Wituiam, and Many Svusaywan Ress, Cardiff, Shipbroker April 18 Cory & 


Ricumonp, xs Hewny, Balbam April 22 Finch & Turner, Cannon st 
Rostxsox, Ratrn Baiscor, Thingwall, Chester May 1 Thompson & Co, Birkenhead 
Rossuaw, Gonos, Paris May i Capel-Cure & Ball, Clement’s inn 
Romayes, Jonx, Beckenham April 30 Snell & Co, George st, Mansion House 
Bowsos, Axuiz, Latchford, Chester April 30 Davies & Co, Warrington 
Souroway, Kare, Oxford April 24 Galpin, Oxford 

Srvazr, Janet, Old Jewry April19 Routh & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 


Wesr, Wit11am Nowera, Russellsq April 30 Dommett & Son, Gresham st 
Warrs, Witttan, Leicester April 10 Dewes & Musson, Ashby de la Zouch 
Wuitax, Maria, Oxford April 24 Galpin, Oxford 

Wixvesanx, Erven Nonnis, Gosham, Hants April 29 King Landport 


London Gazette.—Faivay, March 26. 
Anprew, Sauvet, Sale, Chester May1 Shippey & Jordan, Manchester 
Ayprews, Mary Ann, Lytchett Matravers, nr Poole, Dorset April 22 Trevanion & 


Austin, "Tuomas Kixeston, Kensington April 30 Austin, Old Serjeants’ ian 
— ——— Gronox, St Giles, Camberwell April 30 Watts & Son, St Dunstan’s 


Bromitow, Jou, Bolton, Lancaster, Beerseller April19 Russell, Bolton 

Brouuey, Wi1114m, Milton next Gravesend, Kent MayS Carr & Martin, Gt Tower st 

Brows, Eceanor, Deptford April 24 Howard & Shelton, Greenwich 

Cuayror, Sir Wiii1am, Crown Hall, York April 30 Trotter & Co, Bishop Auckland 

Covptanp, Isapeiua, Lancaster April17 Hall & Co, Lancaster 

Ecciestowe, Francis, Hampstead May 25 A Newton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 

Ge.part, Mrs Many Meroaurs, Carlton in Coverdale, York Mayi Hugh Maughan, 
Middleham 


Gorman, Mania Curistina, Bath April 30 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
——— Wasasan, Worksop, Notts, Station Master April 30 J S&C A Whall, 


or 
Rswuee, ie Many, Bath rd, Bedforé Park May 1 Dees & Thompson, Newcastle 


Wises, Mannier? Ans, Heaton Chapel, Lancs April17 Rowecliffe & Co, Manchester 
Horxiys, Exizasetu, Upwey, Dorset May17 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 

Ives, Taomas, Norwich, Butcher April 23 Preston & Son, Norwich 

Leecu, Pameva, Ashton under Lyne April13 Hewitt, Ashton under Lyne 

Lers, Mary, Ashton under Lyne April 27 Barber, Ashton under Lyne 

Low, Henry, Lordswood, Southampton April23 Page & Gulleford, Southampton 
Lowrtxer, Jous, New Basford, Notts April 20 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 
Macporatp, Auexanpger, Fleet st April 26 Morton & Co, Edinburgh 

Mrrcue.., Sasiwa, Bradford, York April 20 Watson & Co, Bradford 

Moraay, Jouy, Aberdare, Glam, Builder April16 Gery & Rhys, Aberdare 

Mokrusy, Axxie, Usk, Monmouth, Innkeeper April 30 Gustard & Waddington, Usk 
Noaxe, Isat, Upwey, Dorset May17 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 

Orgnsuaw, Joux, Blackpool April 23 Benks & Co, Preston 

Parcuert, Marcaret, Shipley, York April 27 Walshaw, Halifax 

Rarcuirre, Epwarp, Hawarden, Engineer April15 Simon, Mold 

Reynoips, Henry, Leigh, Lancs, Engineer June 22 F Whitaker, Lancaster pl 
Ricumonp, Caar.es Henry, Balham April 22 Finch & Turner, Cannon st 
Ricuarps, Mary, Acton April22 David & Evans, Cardiff 

Roserrs, Taomas, Bowes Park May 10 Leggatt & Co, Gray’sinn 

Szonave, Aynz Cecity, George st, Portmansq May3 Witham ‘& Co, Grays inn sq 
Sxivwen, Mary, Exeter May7 J & SP Pope, Exeter 

Surrx, Taomas, Coventry, Warwick April 26 Kirby & Sons, Coventry 

Txomeson, Epwaxp, Plastinnie, nr Mold, Flint May1 Kelly & Co, Mold 

Torus, Mancus, Derby April 20 Potter, Matlock Bridge 

Trask, Jouw Eawest, St James’s sq, Holland Park April 24 Hopgoods & Dowson, 


—* BL Joux Axzyoip, West Brompton, May 1 Richardson & Sadler, 


Tourver, — Edenfield, nr Bury, Lancs April10 Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden 
Usarr, Hewry, Snitterby, Lincoln April9 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 
Vaveuax, The Rev Josep Jznoux, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester April 7 


Sou: 
Warp, Many, Northampton April 23 Becke & Green, Northampton 
— Canouine Lovett, Plympton 8t Mary, Devon May 31 Whitefield & Bennett, 


ymou 
Witu1ams, Janz, Newton Abbot, Devon April13 Baker, Newton Abbot 
Wiiu1ams, Witu1am James, Hanover st April23 Smith & Sons, Aldersgate st 


London Gazette.—Fauipay, March 30. 
Acxroyp, Asranam, Shelf, nr Halifax May15 Farrar, Halifax 
Avpzrros, Txomas James, Belvedere, Kent April15 Rawlins, Lombard st 
Berrainecr, Ewa, Islington May1 Beck, East India avue 
Berry, Hewny Txomas, Dulwich, Tragedian June 1 Vallance & Vallance, Essex st, 


Bowzszr, Witu1am, Derby, Farmer April 24 Peake & Fermor, Ripley, Derby 
Cooxsiey, Wiut1am, Spitalfields May 6 Clapham & Co, Devonshire sq 

Daxgytey, The Right Hon 2 Srvanzt, Earl of, Hill st, Berkeley sq April 30 Row- 
Dove.as, — Berwick — Tweed, Solicitor May 12 Douglas, Berwick on Tweed 
Epwarps, Mary Amexia, Chelsea May8 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 

Foryess, Joux, Southport April 24 Orrell, Manchester 

Gatrrs, Emma Ametia, Roehampton, Surrey May8 Crawley & Co, Whitehall pl 
Grantiey, The Right Hon, Karuanive Baroness, Upper Grosvenor st May 1 Bircham 


Gazarsace, Many Axa, Champion Park, Denmark Hill May10 Tyler, Clement’s ins, 


Gaeenna.en, Joux, Bury April27 P & J Watson, Bury 

Hanxpy, Evzaxon, Deal May1 Martin & Nicholson, Queen st 

Harner, Taomuas, Nottingham, Auctioneer May12 Eking & Wyles, Nottingham 
Haywazp, Joun, sen, Kenwick’s Park, nr Ellesmere, Salop, Farmer |May 15 Bowdler, 
Homzr, Sanan, Wollescote, Worcester April 24 Hinds, Stourbridge 

Howrrr, Joszrs, Nottingham Mayi Fraser, Nottingham 

Lamas, Epwanp, I of Ely, Cambridge, Farmer April 23 Margetts & Co, Chatteris 





To.temacarz, The Hon Caruenine Euizaseru — Leicester Mayl Atter, Stam- 


Luanovp, Exrzaseru, Wood Green May 3 Martineau & Reid, Raymond bldgs 4 
‘ Marsan, Josuru, Littleborough, nr Rochdale May11 Chadwick, Rochdale 


+ 
es 








McKn 
















ranion & 


junstan’s 


ower st 
land 


q 
faughan, 


lds 
A Whall, 


jewcastle 
ester 





ton 


a sq 


Dowson, 
Sadler, 
gden 


April 7 


sennett, 


sex st, 


) Row- 
. Tweed 


t’s inn, 


waler, 









April ro, 1897. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 41.] 413 _ 











Mipouey, Roserr, Halifax, Stone Merchant May1 Sutcliffes, Hebden Bridge, Yorks 
Mittwazp, Henry, Lye, Worcester April 24 Hinds, Stourbridge 

Mittox, Aurazp, Chudleigh, Devon, Licensed Victualler April 26 Friend & Co, Exeter 
Moray, Joux, Harwich, Contractor April 31 Ward, Harwich 

Moretoy, Samuet Row.anp, Chester, Farmer May3 Algn & J E Fletcher, Norwich 


Oapox, Haxwan, Witksworth, Derby Aprill Kingdon & 


Rarcuirre, Eowarp, Hawarden, Engineer April15 Simon, Mold 
Savaace, Samvugt, Teesdale st, Hackney rd May7 Francis & Calley, Austin Friars 
Sxipmork, Tuomas Exmorr, Newtown, Montgomery, Brewer April 25 Talbot & Wat- 


s, Newtown 


SuitH, Gesnes Emumanvet, Wakefield, Chemist May 4 Senior & Barratt, Wakefield 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszetie.— Frivay, April 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ansotoy, Groncs, Lowestoft, peepee Great Yarmouth 
Pet March 29 Ord March 2% 

ATTWATER, ALEXANDER J—— Brighton, Architect 
High Court Pet Feb12 Ord March 29 

borough, Lace Dealer Leicester Pat 

» Ord March 29 

Bare.t, G 8, Tufnell Park High Court Pet March 6 
Ord March 29 

Barros, Feanx Caarves, and Wa.ter Bartox, Newport, 
I W, Ruiiders Newport Pet March 30 Urd March 


30 
Beare, Witt14m, Battersea Wandsworth Pet March 31 
Ord March 31 


Cuartes, Lenton, 
Nottingham Pet 


Bau, *8 Lo 


Lace 
Ord 


March 31 
Baunerti, H A, Seething lane, = Merchant High 
Court’ Pet Feb 25 Ord March 
Cattacuan, Hues Catverr, Cardiff, Oil Merchant 
Cardiff Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
Cases. 5 — Suffolk, Builder Ipswich Pet Jan 9 
{7 


Nottingham, 
Maich 31 


BLoopwortH, 
Manufacturer 


— Cuanauas Huan, Kenwyn, eae Farmer 
° —— re ae gy one * . 
anTer, Coartes WILLIAM — eitor 
Court Pet Feb19 Ord March 1 wre 
Coates, Rionarp, ae, Builder Kidderminster 
Pet March 29 —— 


CoTTRELL, ot meg poe, alter Pontypridd 
Fet March 20 arch 

Cromptoy, Axyiz, Leigh, ol Bolton Pet March 31 
Urd March 31 


Davies, Esenezer, Lianelly, Builder Carmarthen Pet 
March 31 Ord March 31 

Dixox, Joun Laurence, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
March 29 Ord March 29 


Dopswortsh, E F, Ludlow, Salop High Court Pet March 
22 Ord March 30 


Euiot, Ricuarp Frou.iort, and Groner Eowarp Etaor, 
eymouth, Dorchester Pet March 30 Ord 
Garpines, James Wituiam, Birmingham, Baker Birming- 
ham Pet March 24 Ord March 24 
Hanagison, Anruur, Lincoln, Corn Merchant Lincoln Pet 
March 30 Ord March 30 
Howarp, WILLIAM ALBERT, » Brixton, Builder High Court 
Pet March 31 Oad March 3 
Kuvisetox, Joun Taomas, = Yorks Stockton on 
han, Seones Wevtsled Tugidiie 
x, Gzorcz FReperick, m, ectri 
High Court Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
McKim, Jouw Larne, Cannon st, Company Promoter High 
Court Pet Feb 12 Ord March 27 
Mutts, Josern, Deptford, Ironfounder Greenwich Pet 
March 12 Ord March 30 


Netsox, Punir, Wigan Wigan Pet March 29 Ord 
March 29 

Picton, Wittiam, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet March 30 
Ord March 30 

Powers, Jossru, Derby, Leather Dealer Derby Pet March 
31 Ord March 31 

Paice, George Warxix, Hay, Brecons, Grocer Hereford 
Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Liverpool 

Tuomas, Davin Morcax, Swansea, Commission Agent 


Swansea Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
Toanxer, Joun, Thornill, York, Yarn Spinner 
Pet March 30 Ord March 30 


Bopp, Wii1am, Walton, Liverpool, Grocer 
Pet March 24 Ord March 31 


Dewsbury 

Vausrox, Joux Taytor, Birkenhead, Grocer Birkenhead 
Pet March 9 Ord March 31 

Wico, Samve. Leaoerr, big 1 Carpenter Ips- 
wich. Pet March 30 Ord March 

Woopart, Watrer, Wells next the em, Norfolk, Tailor 


Norwich Pet March 29 Ord M 


Yzo, Tuomas, Swansea, Foreman J = —— Pet 
March 27 March 27 


Amended notice substituted be that ———— in the 
London Gazette of March 5 


Asian, Josern Sroruarp, Gt Grimsby, Tobacconist Gt 
Grimsby Pet March 2 Ord March 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
— George, —2 Farmer April 10 at 12 Of 
Ree, 8, King st, Norw 
AnDEss0x, Jamus, oldewick, Yorks, Auctioneer April 
2at 12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

—— ALEXANDER —— Brighton, Architect 
April 12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BAut, James, Loughborough, Lace Dealer April 9 at. 12.30 
Off p dle i Leicester 

Barei., GS, Tufnell April 12 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 


Severne, Wirksworth 








| oom, Riconarp, Burnley, Millwright April 30 ati Ex- 
ange Hotel, Nicholas st, Buroley 
— Ww Wrexham, Tea Dealer April 9 at 12 The 


| Carrs, B, Pelixatowe, Builder April 9 at 2.15 Off Ree, 


| 36, Princes st, I 
— Heyer, upon Hull, Builder April 9 at 
| ll Off Rec, T: house In, Hull 


Crarxe, Faeperice —— Brixton April 9at1 Bank- 


ruptey Carey st 
Curtis, Cuaries Witiuian seer 8 Deal, Kent, Glass 
Dealer April 9at4 Bankruptcy bldgs, ‘Carey st 
Downie, Wittiam Hewry, Brynmill, Guam | Baker 
April 9 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 8 
Gotpsmira, Wittt1am Krixastox, Dorking, ‘Fichenonger 
April 9 at 11.30 24, aed gg oe Bridge 
| Gairriras, Davin, Rotherham, Grocer April 12 at 2.30 
Off Rec, lane, Sheffield 
— Warren, Essex Temple, Barrister April 
9 


Harris, Manxs, New Tredegar, Mon, Outfitter April 9 at 
8 65, High st, Merthyr T: fil 

Hover, Witiiam, West Hartlepool, Iroomong>+ April 9 
at 4.50 HKoyal Hotel, West | 

Horton, Joseru, Cradley Heath, Staite, A Auctioneer April 


9at 1030 Off Rec, Dudley 

How, Witi1am, Chatham, ‘Wood Dealer April 12 at 11 
115, High st, Rochester 

Houenes, Wittaam, Lilaownda, Farmer April 14 at 12.45 
Prince of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 

Kenrsuaw, Jons, Ronert Roserrs Kersuaw, and Josern 
yee pos Smithy nr nr  Rochdaie, inishers 
April 9 at 11 ‘Townhall, Roch 


Lonesortom, Jonx Henry, —— Halifax. Worsted 
8 April 10 at 11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, 
ax 
Masport, Samvet omy 


ton A 9at12 Of 
4, Pavilion bl —— ⸗ 
Mens, — Larne, —8 at, —— Promoter April 


Bankru bldgs, Carey st 
—— ALFRED, Kidderminster, Grover Grocer April 9 at 11 
HI G Ivens, Solicitor, High st, rt 


Nevsoyx, Pamir, Wigan April 13 at 11 16, Wood st, 

Percevat, Hues Srexcen Dupiey, St James’s st April 
lé4atil Ban bldgs, Carey st 

Pivmptox, Atraep Wiraiam Epowaro, Camden Town, 
Musical Director April 12 at 2.30 Bankra ptey bldgs, 


‘ 
Porrtzr, —— Franors, Eastcheap April 12 at 11 Bank- 


ruptcy 
Raypati, Wiiuam, Ashford, Kent, C: “pane A 9 
at9 Off Rec, 73, Castle = 


Seton, Anprew Ramsay ok, Sth “ieensington April 


15at12 Bankry 
Saavut, Bensamin, — —1 April 9 at 3.30 


Sweap, Harry Seymour, y st, t’s Park, — 
Maker April 9 at 2.30 

Trams, Tuomas Caarues, Flint, Painter —* 
10 at 11.30 Crypt chmbrs, 


Vow Bisstnc, Watrer Avotraus, Brighton April 9 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wans, Grorce, Vauxhall, —— April 15 at 2.30 


Durham, Wine Merchant 
Station 


Wuisa, an an Mee a rey Glos April 12 at 2.30 
George and Railway Hotel, 

Wurtcoms, Horace, and Sane ae Were Warrcoxs, 
Burleigh st, Strand, Publishers April 14 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy 

Wiaa, — —— Wilby, Suffolk, Carpenter 

9at 2 Off Rec, '3s, Princes st, Ipswich 

Wixissos, Frev Wittus, Bradford, 
fectioner April 12 at 11 Off Reo, 31, Manor row, 

Wuuruanms, Joax, Woesom, Miner’s Agent April 9 at 

11.30 The Priory, Wrexham 

— Tsomas Wittian, St Leonards on Sea, Leather 

Beller’ April Sat 3 Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London 


Woopatt, wget, Wells-next-the-Sea, Norfolk, Tailor 
April 14 8, st, Norwich 


Younasouw: ig Pees jer A 9 at 
OUnGsONH Gina, boliciten, High oh Kiddersaierey 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Asso.ox, G zt, Lo . Gt Yarmouth Pet 
March 27 Ord March 29 ‘ 
borvugh, Lace Dealer Leicester Pet 
March 29 
Barron, Faanx Cuances, and Wa.rer Barron, Newport, 
I of W, Builders Newportand Ryde Pet March 30 


— ery £, 
A 9 at 


ants WW 





Bau. James, 
March 


Bioopworra, Caaries, Lenton, 
facturer Ni 





Bauwrow, Jonx, 
t 


Nottingham, Lace Manu- 
Pet March 31 Ord March 31 
, Chester, Sy Guten Ches- 


ter Pet March 23° Ord March 31 


Suyru, the Rev Samven Buxtox, Folkestone May 28 Gill, Knaresborough 

Sturce, Eowarp Tomxies, City rd June 24 Boulton & Co, Northampton st 
Burcurre, Joux, Halifax May1 Suteliffes, Hebden Bridge, Yorks 

Uxwis, Watrer Morey, Bournemouth May1 Upton & Co, Austin Friars 

Waren, E.tes Aywre, Crookham, Hants April 27 Cameron & Co, Gresham House 
‘Witxis, Henny Sanpet, Bradford on Avon, Wilts May10 Stone & Co, Bath 
Wi.uramson, Axwe, Palace Grdns ter May 14 Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Wisox, Cuantes, Warwick, Nurserymati May 20 Handley & Co, Warwick 
——— — —“ AMay 18 Browa, Newcastle upon 


Buezes, Jages, Zorn on Tem, Teste High Court Pet 

Cattaouax, Huon Catvert, Cardiff, Oil Merchant Car- 
diff Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Cartuyox, Cuantes Huon, Kenwyn, Cornwall, Farmer 
Traro Pet March 31 March 31 

Cast —— Bailder Oxford Pet March 8 


— — — — —* * im, — lane, Solicitor 
Ord Maroh 30 


Corrie Bon ** Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
Cromrvtoy, 4 Leigh, Lanes Bolton Pet March 31 
Ord March 31 


Davins, Esexezen, , Builder Carmarthea, Pet 


March 27 Ord March 


E . Rr Frotutorr, and Gzores Epwarp Ector, 
— CHARD LLIOTT, 3 


30 Ord March 30 
6 J Witttan, Birmi Baker Birming- 
sur pes March 3a Ord Marek 26” 
Harpy, Gzoros, Moss - nr Manchester, Grocer Sal- 
ford Pet 18 


——— im Gora Merehant, Linco Pet 
Hust, Joux Gronae, Spalding, Lincs Peterborough Pet 
ch3 Ord March 30 


March 
Kitvinertox, Joux Puan 3 Redcar, Yorks Stockton on 
‘Tees Pet March 27 Ord March 27 


Lau, Grorce Fai Fulham, Electrical Bagineer 
Court —e Ord March 30 
Mart. Cuances, Kingston on Ste te King- 
3 Pet March 1 Ord March 3 


Toes, Pane, Sap Wigan Pet eats 88 Ord 
Proton, Wuasam, Cari Builder Cardiff Pet March 30 
Rowan, coun, Duby, Leather Dealer Derby Pet March 


Ord March 31 
Pac Geoace "Wace, Hay, Hay, am, Grocer Hereford 
Pet March 3) Ord March 


Surra, Soenae Bnewe, ton Brighton Pet Feb 8 
Scone, — ene Brewer Liverpool Pet Feb 


Wargri, We —** ee ton te Farnisher 
Suffolk, Carpenter 


Wi faces 4 ae ll Ips- 


March 30 Ord 
Woopatt, Watters, W: Norfolk, Tailor 
Norwich Pet March 26 Ord March 29 
Yeo, Tuomas, Swansea, Foreman Joiner Swansea Pet 
Ord March 27 


March 27 
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—* 8 W, Hammersmith, Commission Agent High 
Pet’'March 9 Ord March 31 
— Jonx, Small Heath, Warwick, Builder Birming- 
ham Pet April2 Ord April 


Nassrr, Pavt, bldgs High Court Pet Feb 15 
Pet Mareb 31 F 


Heawny Liorp, Lianddeiniolen, Farmer Bangor 
Pet 2 Ord April 2 
Roorrs, Wittiam, Hastings, Market Gardener Brighton 
Pet March2 Ord April 2 
Baxpas, Atraxp F, Guildford st, Paper Agent High Court 
Pet Feb 23 Ord April 1 


Saurrn, Fraxx, Wandsworth, Commission Agent High 
Court Ord March 27 


Teaspate, Joszen Suriurro, Kingston woe 5 oo Corn 
Factor Kingston upon Hull Pet April Ord 
, Wiiiram, Nottingham, Tailor 


—— Nottingham 
pril 1 Ord April 1 
—n — Exeter, Bellhanger Exeter Pet April 2 
Ord April 2 


Wespser, Auprose a h Northampton Pet 
March $1 Ord March 31 , 
Witrrams, Joun, Mountain Ash, Glam, Tea Merchant 
tAberdare Pet April 1 Ord April 1 
Witurams, Tomas Faepenicx, Wellington, Somerset. 
Traveller Taunton Pet April 3 Ord 


April 3 
— Ord april + Yorks Sheffield Pet Feb 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ee — rae lane, Watchmaker April 14 at 
Banrow, Frarx —— on Watrter Ranrox, Newport, 
W, Builders April 14 at 12 19, Quay st, Newport, 


Berreswortn, Fraepentcx Wiiiiam. Cambridge, Confec- 
tioner April 14 at 10 Off Rec, 6, Petty Cury, 


bridge 
Brown, Frepericx, Lincoln, Labourer April 13 at 11.30 
31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Haray Avovsrrs, Seething Wedge Oo Wine Mer- 
a ptey Carey st 
— Joux, Chester, Nursery Gardener April 13 at 
11.30 Crypt chases, Weidteeas te row, Chester 
Buruxn, Ricaarp, Christchurch, Hants, Farmer April 13 
atl Off Rec, Svlisbury 
CaRLyor, pe Pe me Kenwyn, Cornwall, Farmer 
pril 15 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Carrer, —— Vnatau my ony Solicitor April 
jarey st 


13 at12 Bankru bide 
maar Aprilidati12 Of 
Mosley st, — — on Tyne 
CLARKE, — Beckenham, Kent, Builder April 15 
at 11.30 app, London Bridge 
CLARKsoN, — We sall, Basket Manufacturer April 
16 at U Off 


Walsall 
PER, THEOPHILUS, Coleford, Colliery jetor April 
14 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chm » Newport, 


Cressy, Jonx Hewny, Stockport, Commercial Traveller 
April 13 at 10.15 Off Rec, County chambers, Market 


Cromrrox, AnniF, i. —— Ironmonger April 14 at 
11 16, Wood st, Bol: 

Dickson Semmes — Heslin Yor Farmer 
April 15 at 12 Off Reo, 23, 8 oo tered 

nae 3 Ludlow, Slop April 18 — Bank- 
ruptcy build Carey st 


— 


Furox, Wit.1am, Moorfields, Liverpool April 14at3 Off 
, Queen st, 
Emanvuzt, Euanxvet, Maida Hill April 14 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Garpiver, James Witt1am, Birmingham, Baker April 15 
ll 23, ore row, Birmingham 

ATT, Gzoncs, and Tuomas Mann Narxpy, Scunthorpe, 

oe s Outfitters April 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 15, 


Guy, Ma “re Ryde * W, Painter April 
BTIN Frank, iter 14 at 11.30 
is, Quay st, Newport, Iw 

Hanrzisox, ome, Lincoln, Corn Rm pa April 13 at 


Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincol 
— Wiuiiau Axpert, Brixton, Builder April 13 at 
bldgs, Carey st 
Howsut, Bt Epwarp Curistorner, Ogmore Vale, Glam, 
Licensed Victualler April 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 29, 
— — 
UGHES, MAbs April 27 at 12 
berystwi eeper Apr 
Inprtsow, Haver Hanpaxer, and Jonw Frepericx 


ion, Yorks, Cloth M: 
turers April 14 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row Leeds 
Jouxson, Tuomas Witti1am, South Shields, Plumber April 

14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 

Kw11t, oa A.perr, yg ee April 
13 at 10. Sanders & Son, High —— Barnstapl 

Lez, —* Freperick, Fulham, Electrical “Engineer 
April 18 at 12 bldgs, Carey st 

Maroy, Jonx, Hungerford, Berks April 14 at 2.30 Thomas 
Dreweatt, Newbury. — — 


8, , Fruiterer April 22 at 
Sele Ton a Avernxon Sypwry — Captain April 
13 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury * 


Morzis, Groncz Hewry,and Bertram Morais, Whyte- 
— Fly Proprietors Aprili3at11.30 24, 

— Wadhurst, A 

- 12,45 CJ Paris, 65, High ot Tuuteldee W. 
WER, J Derby April 14 at11 Off Rec, 40, St 
Mary’s gate Derby 


Birmin » Club 8 i 
ae = m, Club Steward April 15 at 


Wim Issrrsox, Yead ‘anufac- 


14 at 


Grorar. Rhondda Valley, 

h st, Merthyr Ta 
Seaco, Wittram Hewry, Yarmou' Trae 17 at 12 Off 
, King st, Norwich 


SeE.ry, Francis Henry, Canton, Car ‘iff, Licensed Victu- 
aller April 14 at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


Rousset, 
April 18at12 65, 





Suerrarp, Sawvet, Curdworth, Warwick, Farmer April 
lé4atil1 23, Colmore row, Birmi 
mate ALBERT, April 13 at 3 


65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

STANvEN, Harry Hewry, Retford, Tobacconist April 13 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Teaspae. THomas, wh h, Cart Lene April 
14 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesboroug 

Turner, Jonx, Thornhill, Yorks, Yarn — * 14 

at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batl ey 

Tustixc, Joux, Rushden, Draper April 14 at 1215 
County Court bldgs, Sheep st, Northampton 

Warse, Anrnur Frepenick, Redland, Bristol, Wine Mer- 
— April 14 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 

risto 

Watt, Samvert, Little Bloxwich, Staffs, Boat Steerer 
April 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

Wenser, Amprose, Wellingborough April 14 at 11.30 
County Court, Sheep st, Northampton 

Wenster, Hexry, Aberystwith April 27 at 11.30 Town- 
hall, A with 9 

Wetts, Samurt James, Lichfield, Grocer April 15 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Walsall 5 

Wuire, Caartes, Kingsand, Cornwall, Builder April 13 
at il 10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Wi1ams, Joux, Portmadoc, Butcher April 29 at 2.45 
Queen’s Ho ‘ortmadoc 

Woop, —* ES, Bramley, Leeds, Horse Dealer April 15 
at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Woon, ——— Buxton, Stonemason April 18 at 11 Off 
Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

Wurour. Frarx Anrnavr, Croydon, Boot Dealer April 15 
at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Youne, Josern, Gt Grimeby April 14 at 11 Off Rec, 15, 
Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Acars, Taomas Leigh, — Watchmaker Rolton Pet 
April 2 Ord April 

Berreswortn, Pet Wituiam, nh Confec- 
tioner Cambridge PetApril1 Ord April 1 

Bruyerri, Henry Avoustix. Seething lane, Wine Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord A) 

Butwer, Jonx, 8t Helen’s, Lancs Liverpoat Pet March 
9 Ord April 2 

CatcurowLe, Tomas, — * Baker Birmingham 
Pet March 23 Ord April 1 

Coates, Ricnarp, Kidderminster, Builder Kidderminster 
Pet March 29 Ord April1 

— a a Horsedealer Plymouth Pet 

— Water, Somerford, Chester Macclesfield Pet 
April 2 Ord Apri 

CUNNINGHAM, woe? Tomas, ae, Cardiff, Grocer 
Cardiff Pet March 31 Ord March 

Dansws t, Joseru, jun, Maidstone, dl Grocer Maid- 
stone Pet March 24 Ord March 31 

Dicxsox, Grorcze Artuus, Heslington, Yorks, Farmer 
York Pet Aprili Ord April 1 

Exurort, Francis Rosert, Bucklersbury High Court 
Pet Feb 18 Ord April 2 

Etvix, Atrrep ARrTHuR, — * — Engineer’s 
Fitter Norwich Pet April3 Ord 

Gotosmita, Wiiwiam Kriyesrox, —— ——— 
Croydon Pet March 19 Ord March 30 

Gray, Rosert Tomas, Southsea, Post Office Clerk Ports- 
mouth Pet March 20 Ord April 1 

Grirrita, Wiutiam, Menai Bridge, 
Bangor Pet April1 Ord Aprill 

Hanrpine, Evizanrra, pa Draper Warrington 
Pet April3 Ord April 3 

Jonyson, Wit1t1am Samve., Mansfield, Notts, Draper 
Nottingham Pet April2 Ord April 2 

Kyu1, Frank Ausert, Dfracombe, Coachbuilder Barn- 

staple Pet March 31 Ord April 1 

—— Jonx Laxxc, Cannon st, —⸗ Promoter High 
Court Pet Feb12 Ord April 1 

Makepeace, — Leicester, Framework Knitter Lei- 
cester Aprill Ord April 1 

Ropesrts, iene Luoyp, Dinorwic, Lianddeiniolen, Far- 
mer Bangor Pet April2 Ord April 2 

Roserts, Taomas, Birmingham, Club Steward Birming- 
ham Pet March 22 Ord April 1 


Curdworth, —2 Farmer 
March 22 ‘Ord March 


SuEerwoop, manos, jun, and Freperick toate Bir- 
mingham, Lamp Manufacturers Birmingham Pet 
Feb 4 Ord March 29 
Sarrx, Francis Henry Percy, — Commission 
t High Court Ord 
Sraxpex, Harry Heyry, Rettord, Tobacconist Lincoln 
Pet March 26 Ord March 30 


Taverner, Jonx Ponsrorp, St Pan's Wood, Florist High 
Cor ‘et Feb 25 Ord March 3: 


art 
TEASDALE. —— SHILLITO, Hull, Corn 
Factor Kingston upon Hull neon, upon Ord pel 
Tuomrsox, WILL14m, P+ cane Tailor Nottingham 
Pet April1 Ord April 1 
aia , Bellhanger Exeter Pet April 2 
Wage, Gessee, yout. Contractor High Court Pet 


Anglesey, Butcher 


Suepparp, Samve, 
Birmingham Pet 


Ord 
Wesper, Aupros Ne Pet 
— orthampton 


1 
——— — Gainford, Durham, Wine Merchant 
Stockton on Tees PetMarch 15 Ord March 31 





Wiiu1ams, Jony, Mountain Ash, =, ‘Tea Merchant 
Aberdare Pet April 1 Ord April1l 


Witt Tuomas Frepericx, Wellington, Comm: 
Traveller Taunton Pet April3 Ord April 8 


Jan 29 








** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Journal with regularity, i is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher, 
Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 53s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. 6d.; by Post, 28s. 6d. BSoraorrons 
JOURNAL, 26s. 6d. ; by Post, 28s. 6d. Volwmes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law 

calf, 5. 6d. 





COMMON DISEASES. 
1.—ANZEMIA. 


Anemia is either a defici of red blood corpuscles, or 
a shri of them due to defective assimilation, or an 
impaired condition due to disease apt of 

Anzemia is generally to ound in the growing 
Young persons of both sexes suffer more from this = 
than when maturity has reached, although it is some- 
times found in persons ad in years who have 
neglected the laws of hygiene, or, from the nature of their 
occupations, are confined to badly-ventilated sleeping and 
working roums. 

Thus it will be found more prevalent in cities than in the 
country. Anzemia will be found in young people who have 
to work in factories, who have to the vitiated air, 
who neglect, or do not from ignorance supply, the necessary 
aliment of food and drink to maintain and restore the daily 
waste of energy necessary to support the labour either of 


brain or hands. 
The natural uence of neglecting the fundamental 
laws of health isa ible pallor—a diminution of round- 
ness and firmness in the muscles, and a lassitude anda 
sinking weariness which unfits the individual to do his or 
her daily work either of brain or hand. 

The replenishing of the system from the wena = of 
tissues which is going on every oy, om omy 0e Se 
plished by the proper assimilation of food. 

2 cannot be done with medicine. It can, however, be 

—— lished with a perfect, flesh-forming, palatal 
le Food Beverage. Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa is such & 
Food Beverage, possessing, as it does, wonderful nour 
ishing, strengthening, and stimulative powers, un unsurpassed 
by any other Food Bev Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa is nat 
a medicine. It does simply what it is claimed to do, and 
its ——— powers are being recognised to an extent 
hitherto unknown in the history of any preparation. 

Merit, and merit alone, is pai we claim for Dr. Tib 
Vi-Cocoa, avd we are pre; —— any reader who 
dainty the ogee OURNAL (a will do) 

ted one Sobled — Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, free and 
ibbl as a concentrated form of 
ae — —*— is gy ath my ; nay, more thas 
this; for to all who wish to face the strife and battle of 


it is a — indispensable. 
Vi-Cocoa is made up in 6d. potanta, s and 94. 
x. F ea. "tien. It can be obtained from all chemists, 
pom and stores, or from Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, 

juffolk House, Cannon-street, London, E.C. 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANE 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 





INVESTED FUNDS - = - £8,000,000. 
Number ef Accounts, 75,061. 





A for —— 
SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 

a ual Dern — and Interest allowed monthly oa 

ne ALMANACE, with full particulaz! 

52* yt anal “BIRKBECK, LONDON.” 





FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


life with — endurance and more sustained exertion, 


Wraicur, Lrowarp, — Dealer Canterbury Pet 
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MAPLE & CO 


FURNITURE 


MAPLE & CO. FIT 


— —* 
E 








for 


OFFICES isu = 


BANKS —— 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Soh om 


»— es el So — * —— 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’s | COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law W: and Gowns for —J— Town 
bye Olerke of the Peace 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LOND ON. 





BOARD = 
ROOMS — 
FIRST 
CLASS 


FURNITURE 


such orders in the 
Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 


most expeditious 
TREATMENT OF [NEBRIETY. 


manner, as well as 
DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSW' 




















at the smallest cost 
ORTH, HERTS. 


consistent with 
good materials 

For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 


and workmanship. 
Estimates free. 
R. WEISH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 





TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


ST, MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 





For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, 
2} to 4 Guineas. 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 

F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) 
INEBRIETY. 
MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: CHAS. J. BOND, F.R.C.8. Eng., 

25.0. P. Lond. Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. 


of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience Eaveliont 
Tent and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, o1 or the ‘Principal. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODIOALS. 
And all General and Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing—large or small, 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL Newspaper. 


Authors advised with as to Printing and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information furnished. 
Contracte entered into. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890, 


BY Stadion. AUTHORITY. 


the above Acts the 
Every requisite under supplied on 





extn BOGHS:cnd SORE Gg Cnt fer ⸗ 
BS — x form for Fepatration and 


So 


&c., engraved 
and executed. — — 


psec: Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E. O. (corner 
of Serjeants’ -inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS COCOA. 


EP RPS S 


GRATEFUL—OOMFORTING. 


COCOA 


WITH FULL NATURAL FLAVOUR. 


BRAND & COS 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c, 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers, 


BRAND & CO.. MAYFAIR, W.. & MAYFAIR WORKS , 
__VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 























SAVE 00 TO 75 PER CENT. 


Buying Direct from the Manufacturers, 
THE DEED BOX SUPPLY 
COMPANY, 

29, TEMPLE 8T,, WOLVERHAMPTON, 
HUNDREDS OF TESTIMONIALS. 


March 21, 1896. From Mensr, Pole & Hobingn, 15, Union- 
” court, Old Old Broad-street, London, E. 





Dear Sir,—We are th the Deed Boxes which 
you Sy Pam, and. now iniowe chetus for 
£36 6s, 6d., the amount .o — elites 
kindly receipt and return course, We be 
— —— company to any of owt fiends who tay 
require Deed 
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Made of Best 
Steel, Best 
Spring Lock, 

30 by 17 
4. 
5s. Od. 
any size to 
fit in 
recesses or on top 
—————— 


JUDICATURE FORM CASE. 


24 CompantTuErts. 


vile — 
——— 





12 CompartTuenta. 


— fy 16 wh 





erSPECIAL LINES 8 BALLOT ps 
— mado ond atreng Rooms Fitted. 


21 Os 04. 





Any of our Boxes not d of money 
appointing agents in every Town, and shall be 
—* — men calling 





S. FISHER. 138, Strand. 


pleased to receive applications from 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 














April 10, 1897. . 
— 








— Cn SPURLING, B.A. 
onours, Honours in B.C.L., 
Chur sender te PREPARE tot 
—*—* or Post. 
— SERS — — 
ions, all of wi 
one the J. J. Powell Prize. 
11, New-court, weourt, Lincoln's s-inn W.C. 


AW.—Wanted, 
ipa 
London. 


Copying, “penny folio ; 
folio; Shorthand, perm lio ; 
UOHRS, penny Bhacklewell-lane. Tieden 








AW.—Clerk (21) « desires to Improve his 


present General Clerkship and assist 
at the Courts ; opt shorthand about ei — 


mony, tae ., care of W. H. Rowe, Esq., 
Bouse, Blom petreet, E.C. 


LAY W.—Wanted, Clerk, "shorthand speed ; 
Ome ent ee etn, ante. Saleen & Sos, Box 3, Post 
Office, Stockport. 


SOLICITORS and OTHERS. —Small 
Ground Floor Office to Let; nicely situated; rent 
£40.—8, Gray’s-inn-place, W.C. 


SOLICITORS.—£10,000 Required at 

6 per cent. to Finance Block of High-Class Flats in 

; lsrge improved d-rent ; liberal 

terms. Also £3,000. Great demand for such property in 

district.—Plans and particulars of Arcurrects, care of 
Browns, 17, 1 17, Tothill-street, Westminster. 


M026AG5 | SECURITIES “Required for 

acum of £18,000; interest 3} per cent. on amounts 
of not leas than n £4,000.—H. E. Moous, Esq., 
Bedford-row, W 


— ten years Managing Clerk 
City Firm, wants Capital to start on his own 

of Yeates eile of on — 

0! on ice of coun’ —Apply, 

Y. Z. manvgeinent of Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lan WiC. 


(oMMoN LAW CLERK Wanted, with 
Experience of Chamber Practice ‘and all 
of Common Law Procedure; abstainer and aged 
po ge — salary £3. — Apply. 
writing, experi e, erences, 
Exchange. 








Surveyor, 41, 














+» 16, Royal 





ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., 
dae — Agent (late of H.M. Patent Office), 
London, W.C. Letters Patent ob- 
ee effected in all parts of the 








Worl, "On conducted. Opinions and Searches 
Wastes, Copies of the “ Solicitors’ 
Jearnal” Nov. 9, 1895; 64. each will be 


vaid for eame at the Office, 27, Chancery-Fare, W.C. 


—FF 


OFFIOR.—No. 117, ae LANE, FLEBT 
ENRY GREEN, 





Advertisement Agent, 


to direct the attention of the Profession 
to the of his long experience of upwards of 
fifty in the insertion of all pro forma notices, 
&c., and solicits their continued —N.B. 


Forms, Gratis, Statu’ Notices to Credi' d Dis- 
solutions of Partnership,” with thd ogy 
Oficial stamps for adverticomen onts and file of “ London 
"kept. By appointment, 
KIENT T COMPANY'S “YACHTING 
CRUISES by the Steamships) “ LUSITANIA,” 
3,912 tons register, and “‘GARONNE,”’ 3,901 tons register. 


For Pauzruo, Syracusz, Vexrice, 88 Matta, 


—— Atoixrs, and —— ——— * 
Passengers can leave London 14 pri 
returning to London 17th May. 


For Lisporw, Tanoren, Asaccio, Patenmo, Vewicr, 
—— Boren Matra, and Grprattar. Leaving 
st April, returning 29th May. 


String band, electric light, hot and cold baths, high- 
class cuisine. 


Managers: F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 
For passage apply to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
avenue, London, E.C.; or to the West--End Branch Office, 
16, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


M.W. EDGLEY, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Fadgley, 40 & 41, Fileet-st, 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 




















WH end OOUNSY of the TOW” of 


the Peace not —'4 than the Thursday preceding. 
SAMUEL G. JOHNSON, Clerk of the Peace. 


Office of the Clerk of the Peace, 
Guildhall, Nottingham. 





* HARING CROSS HOSETTAL MEDICAL 
The SUMMER SESSION, 1997, will commence on 
MAY 83rd, 


The Livingstone Scholarship (100 guineas,) the Huxley 
Scholarship (55 guineas,) and * other Entrance Scholar- 
ships, value £550, are award 

Two Scholarships of the value of 60 guineas each 
—— — Students of Oxford, Cambridge, or — 

Jniversity. 

Students who join in Summer have the same privileges 
as Scholarships, &c., as Students joming in 
October of the same year. 

Fers.—For the five years’ curriculum of study required 
by the various Examining Bodies and for tal —— 
110 guineas in one sum, or 121 guineas in five instalments 

The composition fee for sons 
practitioners is 100 guineas, and the fee by instalments 
110 guineas in five payments. 

The composition fee for Dental Students is 54 guineas, 
* guineas payable in two instalments of 30 guineas 
eac 

A proportionate reduction of the wy æ* is made to 
—— who have completed part of the curriculum 


—J “SCHOOL PROSPECTUS, —— full in- 
formation concerning the classes, Pa zes, and 


wito the 
Medical Sehool, wi to 
the DEAN, Chandos Street, Strand, 


H. MONTAGUE MURRAY, Dean. 


ed annually. 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL rvsvrancs company 
LIMITED. — E 


Established 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., o2. Pall it Mall, 8.W., and 4%, 
-lane, W.C. 


Subscribed Capital, £1, 000 Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 
E, COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(EstasLtiseevd 1838), 


Purchase Revenieere, — in Real and Personal 
Property, and terests-and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £613.725. 








17, KING’S ARMS YARD, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 
LAW COURTS RTS BRANCH: 


§ U N 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


TRGURANCE OFFICE. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


ed 1710. 
SUM INSURED in 1895, £390,776.000. 








BY ERNEST OWERS. 


EEHOLD GROUND RENTS for SALE 
by AUCTION, * MART, ne. on MONDAY, 
clock pretisely, in 7 Lots: 
HARROW.—In a lote of £18 18s. on annum each, 
Gamat secured * pares modern be — — 
os. As —— near the Metropolitan 
Rack ren each house. " 
WILLESDEN-GREBN —In two lots of £20 and £36 per ~ 
annum each, derived from five Villas, Nos. 132, 134, 162, 
164, and 166, Villiers-road (near Met. Station). Rack — 
rentals £50 and £60 each. 


a —£32 per annum, in one lot, arising from four 4 
Nos. 4 and 6, Kenilworth-road, and 5 and 6, © 
—e e Park, Ealing. Rack rentals £48 


CK.—In three lots, two of £22 each and one of © 
Pa gt 10s ruodern Hix annum. Most amply secured upon 11 excellent 


» Nos. 2, 4, 6, 6 8, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, and 24, | 
well-grove, Chiswic ‘Rack rentals £36 each. 4 
SOUTH WAMPSTEAD  e —£14 10s. per annum in one 
abundantly ; 


























rental £89 per annum, 
EEN. —In two lots, one of £27 10s, 
annum each, derived from seven moderh © 
and Broadhurs urst, Doris, and Nos. 2, 3, 6, % 
road (near Metro. Station). 
annum. j 
-—£12 12s. per annum, —— from two 
d and Hi , Crescent-road. Rack” 


£80. 

PUTNEY.—£24 per annum, in one lot, amply secured ~ 
—— wows e~T Houses, Nos. 9, 10, 11, aad 18,9 
Fawe Park. Rack rentals £36 each. 7 

a of sale may be obtained of 
the oe Mr. Ernest Owers, Finchley-road (L. and 
N.W.) station and West Hampstead (Met.) Station, 
Telephone 7,477 Kilburn. 





ADVANCES ON NOTE OF HAND WITHOUT 
SURETIES. 


BASES. EDWARDS & CO., of ii, 
ville-street, Piccadilly, are prepared to ; 
ADVANCES from £50 upwards, o to treat: most libes ly 
with any gentleman introducing business of above nature, — 
No foes 9 or on acer en strictly private and reliable de F 
guaranteed —— to bankers and solicitors if requ ; 

N.B.—Repaymen' ts arranged to suit borrower's come’ 
venience. 3 


JOHN GERMAN, SON, & BEVEN, F.S.1, 


LAND AGENTS, SURVEYORS & AUCTIONEERS, 

































SALES (by Auction or by Private Treaty) of Landed 
Estates and other Property. 

Valuers of Railway Compensation and other : 
Arbitrations, Valuations for —8 Estate Duty, 
Country, Town and Suburban Residences Let or Sold. 


59 & 8, Chancery-lane, W.0. » &at Ashby-de la-2Z 
EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTEREST 
in LANDED or FUNDED —— or 0 : 
Securities and Annuities PURCHASED. ri 
Annuities thereon ited, by the EQUITABLE RE 
VERSIONARY a ag — ad (LIMITED), 
Lancaster-| Waterloo B: Strand. Estab! 
= Cay tal, £500,000. In on Loans may be ¢: 


©.H.CLAYTON,)} Join 
F. a. CLAYTON, } Secret 


IFE ASSURANCE POLIC 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-fi 
Considerably over surrender vaiue given. 
Speedy settlements and highest references. 
Alse Reversions and Life Interests purchased. 
T. ROBINSON, 
Insurance Broker, 85, High-street West, Sunde: 























ACCIDENTS OF ALL KINDS (Travelling, Riding, Cyling, Hunting, Shootin, 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY & WORKMEN’S ACCIDENTS 


INSUBED AGAINST BY THE 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE CQ 


CAPITAL, $1,000,000. 
BOND O WwW. 


Estas. 1849. 


ea, CORN UItI SI, 










CLAIMS PAID, $3,760,000. 
A VIAN, Seere 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 











SPINK & SON, Goupsmrrus anp 4 my 17 axp 18, Prccapmiy, W., and at 1 am 
E.O. 

appraise the above for the Leeat Prorzssion "or PuncHASE the samz for 
ished 1772 


Unde the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Lowis Battenberg, L. C. B. 


GRAcRCHURCH-sTREBT, Connuti1t, Loxpon, 











y to announce that they accu 
cash if desired. & 














